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Reading researchers agree that content literacy strategies are beneficial in helping
students learn. However, teachers remain resistant to teaching the strategies.
Additionally, many students, even at the college level, lack the learning strategies
necessary to experience academic success.
This study sought to gain a deeper understanding of the complexities of content
literacy strategy instruction. The research questions that guided the study addressed the
benefits, obstacles, and support and experiences needed to sustain the use of the strategies
over time. Multiple data sources were used to investigate teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the research questions.
The main benefit found was increased student understanding and learning of
content; additional benefits included increased instructional repertoire, increased student
engagement in class, and improved learner independence.  Most of the obstacles
documented in the literature were supported in the study; however, the obstacle of time
was noted most frequently. Teacher confidence was observed by the researcher as an
obstacle. The majority of participants indicated they would continue using the strategies
learned during the study in the future. Students noted the support needed to sustain
content literacy strategy use depended on teachers providing direct instruction, practice
using the strategies, and personal success with the strategies. Teachers also identified
practice and perseverance as critical to sustaining content literacy strategy instruction.
The support teachers noted most frequently as important to successful implementation
was collegial support – teachers helping teachers. Teacher meetings discussing the
implementation process were viewed as critical to sustain effective content literacy
strategy instruction. Additionally, quality teacher training, administrative support, and
accountability were documented by teachers as important.
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The importance of content area reading instruction has been recognized by
numerous reading researchers since the 1900s (Alvermann & Swafford, 1989; Bean,
1981; Bond, 1941; Herber, 1970; Huey, 1908-1968; Gray, 1925; McCallister, 1932).  In
1925, William S. Gray, professor emeritus of the University of Chicago, coined the
phrase, “Every teacher a teacher of reading” (Moore, Readence, & Rickelman, 1983) to
characterize the responsibility every teacher has to assist students in his or her classroom
in using content literacy strategies to optimize their learning. Content area reading
instruction is based on the assumption that students construct meaning most effectively in
subject areas like social studies, science, and English through the application of thinking
and learning strategies which are reflective of the literacy processes used to construct
meaning by good readers (Ryder & Graves, 1998). Content area literacy refers to
The process of making meaning from content in a manner that integrates reading,
writing, speaking, viewing, listening, and thinking, and allows students to learn in
a social context that promotes their ability to construct their understanding from
multiple perspectives and multiple sources of information. (p. 5)
Students who can learn independently from content text are strategic readers who
can  access and link prior knowledge to new learnings or concepts, monitor and adjust
their learning through metacognitive thought, and organize their understanding of
expository texts with their knowledge of text structure (Stevens, 1980; Hayes & Tierney,
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1982). While some learners seem to possess these skills with little or no instruction,
others do not. Learners who do not have control over their learning processes and do not
apply learning strategies effectively are less likely to live up to their academic potential.
As reading demands increase with each new academic year, these students tend to fall
further and further behind, establishing a pattern of low achievement and even failure.
Thus, explicit systematic content literacy instruction on strategies that will foster their
strategic reading skills is warranted (Barton, 1997; Bulgren & Scanlon, 1998; Grant,
1994).
 Students in the 21st century will have a greater need to read and to write at a high
proficiency level as our society moves from a labor and industry economic  base to a
technological knowledge base (Barton, 1997). In high schools and middle schools,
textbooks still serve as major sources of information (Salembier, 1999). Ambruster,
Anderson, and Ostertag (1987) note, “Most learning from reading, both in and out of
school, depends on the ability to read and understand expository text” (p. 332). The
importance of this is well documented in the literature (Grant, 1994; Lester & Cheek,
1998; McKeown, Beck, Sinatra, & Loxterman, 1992; Musthafa, 1996; Sammons &
Davey, 1994). Typical textbooks used in content courses are characterized by heavy
conceptual load, technical vocabulary, hierarchical patterns of main ideas and details, and
unfamiliar content (Musthafa, 1996). To further complicate this issue, Schallert and Roser
(1989) maintain that many content area textbooks are not written very clearly, requiring
more strategic effort on the part of the reader. While one way for students to improve
their reading of expository text is to read more of it, middle school and high school
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teachers often complain that students do not read their textbooks at all. If they do read
their textbooks, they do not comprehend what they read (Billmeyer, 1996; Salembier,
1999).
Reading to learn and to obtain information requires different skills than learning
to read (Anthony & Raphael, 1989). The shift from learning to read, i.e. acquiring basic
word recognition and comprehension skills, to reading to learn occurs around the fourth
grade. It is at this time that students are required to read and to obtain information from
expository textbooks in subjects such as social studies and science. Prior to this grade
most reading instruction occurs with basal readers. However, few basal reading series
contain expository passages (Franklin, Roach, Clary, & Ley, 1992). The transition from
learning to read to reading to learn in expository genre is less than successful for many. It
appears that reading expository text is not an automatic and direct extension from reading
narrative text because of the variety of text structures present in expository text and the
different demands placed on the reader for comprehension and retention (Musthafa,
1996).
According to Santa, Havens, and Harrison (1989) few students know how to study
and to learn from text even though they may read on grade level.  Tierney, LaZansky, and
Schallert (1982) found that sophomores had a restricted range of strategies for learning
from textbooks. Simpson (1984) found similar results with college freshmen.  Experts
generally agree that students have more difficulty reading expository than narrative text
(Salembier, 1999). Craig and Yore (1996) note that reading from science textbooks is
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complex and difficult. Strategies that will improve comprehension and understanding of
expository text serve as important tools.
The Strategic Reader
 Researchers’ understanding of reading has changed over the last two decades.  In
the bottom-up or subskills theory, reading was thought to be a skill that could be
decomposed into subskills, i.e., decoding and comprehension, and were simple processes
(Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991; McKeown et al., 1992). Reading was considered
a passive act and readers were recipients of the author’s message from the text. The
interactive theory views reading as an interactive, dynamic process where the prior
knowledge and strategies a reader brings to the task are integral factors in fostering and
maintaining understanding.  The new view, which has its foundations in cognitive
psychology, is complex and often referred to as the constructivist view. While description
of the old view includes routinized, automatic behaviors and lower levels of thinking,
description of the new view includes flexible plans, reasoning, and metacognitive
awareness.
The constructivist view of a strategic reader supports at least three areas key to
learning and content literacy strategies: prior knowledge, metacognition, and text
structure awareness. Content literacy strategies help students become strategic readers,
which is the goal for all competent readers. Degree and accuracy of prior knowledge or
background knowledge has been identified by researchers as having a causal relationship
to comprehension (Hayes & Tierney, 1982; Stevens, 1980). Its importance to the reader is
crucial in making connections among concepts that make sense and add to the reader’s
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schemata (Pearson & Johnson, 1978). Ausubel (1968) went so far as to state, “The most
important single factor influencing learning is what the learner already knows” (p. ix).
Dole et al. (1991) delineate three forms of prior knowledge: (a) specific knowledge about
the topic, (b) general world knowledge about relationships, and (c) knowledge about
organization of the text. Possessing knowledge about a topic in and of itself is insufficient
to ensure understanding. Learners must know when and how to make relevant
connections using prior knowledge to increase their comprehension.
Another crucial factor in constructing meaning is metacognition which literally
means “thinking about thinking" (Anders & Guzzetti, 1996, p. 34).  Students who possess
metacognitive knowledge monitor their comprehension and strategies for learning. They
recognize when problems in understanding occur, identify what is wrong and why the
problem is occurring, identify strategies which might help ameliorate the problem, select
the most appropriate strategy, and determine if the strategy was successful (Barton, 1997).
Monitoring and reflecting on their learning, and understanding the purpose of reading are
critical attributes of metacognition.
In addition to accessing background knowledge and monitoring learning through
metacognitive thinking, strategic readers use text features to increase their comprehension
(Barton, 1997).  Strategic readers of expository text preview the text by examining the
headings, bold-faced print, and graphics. They are familiar with the different text
structure patterns such as comparison-contrast, problem-solution, chronological, and
proposition-support. Studies have shown that this awareness of text organization has
resulted in better comprehension and recall of more information by readers because it
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allows them to identify the author’s organization of the passage and follow the author’s
thought process (Meyer, Brandt, & Bluth, 1980). There are certain words present in
various text structures which signal to the reader points of importance that increase
understanding. For example, when expository text is communicating comparison
relationships, words such as “in contrast,” “however,” “but,” and “on the other hand” are
used. When causal relationships are found in expository text, words such as “therefore,”
“as a result,” “so that,” “in order to,” and “because,” are used. These words serve as
signals of the logical relationships among the propositions presented to the reader.
Unfortunately, many students do not exhibit strategic reading behaviors. Instead,
they exhibit behaviors associated with poor reading. Garner (1984) describe these
behaviors as follows:
(a) they fail to monitor comprehension; (b) they believe that the strategies will not
make a difference in their reading; (c) they lack knowledge about text features; (d)
they are disinterested in the text and unwilling to use strategies; and (e) they prefer
familiar yet primitive strategies over less-familiar but more effective tactics. (p.
264)
In order for students to overcome these poor reading behaviors and become more
strategic in their reading of expository text, they need explicit instruction (Simpson,
1984).
Teachers’ Role in Expanding Content Literacy
Despite almost a century of thought and research about content area reading,
classroom teachers are resistant to providing instruction in this area (Fox, 1993;
Hollingsworth & Teal, 1991; Wilson, Konopak, & Readence, 1993). The research has
shown that students can improve their comprehension and learning by acquiring content
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area literacy strategies (Bulgren & Scanlon, 1998; Dole, Valencia, Greer, & Wardrop,
1991; Foos, 1995; Frager, 1993; Monroe, 1997). Developing a repertoire of content
reading strategies can result in a reader becoming an independent learner (Musthafa,
1996; Quiocho, 1997; Salembier, 1999).  To possess a wide repertoire of strategies is to
empower the reader to monitor his-her own understanding, which ultimately leads to
greater comprehension. Content classroom teachers can select, analyze, prepare, and
present information in a format structured to enhance student comprehension (Bulgren &
Scanlon, 1998). Various before-reading, during-reading, and after-reading strategies have
been investigated by researchers and found to be effective tools for increasing learning.
Strategies such as What I Know, What I Want to Learn, What I Learned (K-W-L);
graphic organizers; summarization; anticipation guides; and many others have been found
beneficial to students’ comprehension (Day, 1980; Foos, 1995; Monroe, 1997; Ogle,
1986; Robinson & Kiewra, 1995).
Reasons often cited by teachers for not teaching content literacy strategies to their
students include: (a) they take too much time, (b) they make classroom control difficult,
and (c) they prevent teachers from “covering” the content (Bean, 1997; McAloon, 1994).
Other reasons cited by Bintz (1997) reflect the assumption that reading instruction is the
job of elementary, not secondary, teachers. There is the belief by secondary teachers that
students should already know how to read proficiently and strategically. This belief is not
new. Umans (1963) wrote, “One of the most difficult tasks is to help subject-matter
teachers see the necessity of teaching skills related to the reading of that particular
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subject. Somehow, the feeling persists that reading is always taught ‘elsewhere’ and ‘at
another time’” (p. 7).
O’Brien and Stewart (1990) found multiple reasons that preservice teachers may
be resistant to teaching content area reading strategies despite the research to support such
instruction. In addition to the common reasons of time constraints, the elementary
teachers’ role vs. secondary teachers’ role, and content vs. pedagogy, issues such as
constraints of the workplace and membership in content discipline subcultures emerged
from their qualitative study. The ubiquitous social and political structure of schools
serves as a powerful controller of teacher behavior. Preservice teachers’ desires are to “fit
in” with other professionals. They want to live up to the perceived expectations of their
fellow colleagues. Consequently, if their perception is that most teachers use lecture as a
main instructional strategy and do not use many, if any, content area reading strategies,
then the beginning teacher will not use content area reading strategies. Likewise,
preservice teachers identify with peers who teach the same subject, and this shapes the
pedagogy they are willing to try.
A surprise finding of O’Brien and Stewart (1990) was that many preservice
teachers were resistant to learning content area reading strategies because they believed
them to be “common sense” strategies that most teachers incorporated into their teaching
naturally. They felt that the content reading strategies were really just “old wine in new
bottles” (p. 121). This concept was antithetical to the teaching of the content area reading
course the preservice teachers were enrolled in during the O’Brien and Stewart study. In
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fact, evidence was presented that maintained the argument that reading instruction is not
being addressed in content classrooms.
Daisey and Shroyer (1993) interviewed 40 university instructors who teach
content reading to preservice secondary teachers to determine why some preservice
teachers have negative attitudes toward a content area reading course. Five of the reasons
given by the university instructors were: (a) preservice teachers do not see the rationale
for a content course, (b) the content and methods course instructors who teach the
preservice teachers are unfamiliar with the reading course, (c) preservice teachers are
loyal to their content areas, (d) preservice teachers are not readers and writers themselves,
and (e) preservice teachers think the course is remedial.
Billmeyer (1996) suggests that teachers need to become proficient in teaching
students what strategic reading is and how to use effective content area literacy strategies
with their curriculum to increase comprehension. In reality, many teachers have not been
trained in how to teach content area literacy strategies (Bean, 1997). Teachers have
reported that they spend less than 4 hours per year in staff development activities related
to reading (Humphrey, 1992). However, teacher education programs continue to offer
very few courses (typically one) in content area reading for secondary teachers (Bintz,
1997). Often teachers are resistant to a mandatory reading course and feel more allegiance
to their discipline than to the teaching of content reading strategies (O’Brien & Stewart,
1990).
If teachers are provided quality training that embeds the teaching of reading and
learning strategies into content area learning while the content is being taught, then they
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can guide students toward independence as learners (Bulgren & Lenz, 1996). This
approach is described as strategic teaching and is a form of instruction where the teacher
models and guides the students in learning how to learn. Teaching learning strategies in
isolation, without the relevancy of content students are currently studying, has been found
to have limited effectiveness (Wong, 1994). The training for teachers that is necessary to
assist them in developing strategic readers involves teaching the strategies in conjunction
with content teaching (Bulgren & Scanlon, 1998). In addition to teaching content,
teachers must teach the learning processes most useful to comprehending and retaining
that content.
This study provided training to equip teachers with the knowledge and skills
needed to implement content literacy strategies into their instruction. Ongoing support
was provided during the 6 weeks of the study to ensure appropriate use of the strategies.
After the study, teachers’ perceptions of the training, obstacles, and benefits of using
content literacy strategies as well students’ perceptions of the obstacles and benefits of
using content literacy strategies were examined.
Statement of the Problem
The problem addressed by this study was to understand students’ and teachers’
thoughts and perceptions regarding the benefits and obstacles of content literacy
strategies.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following questions:
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1. What benefits do teachers and students perceive regarding the use of content literacy
strategies?
2. What obstacles or challenges do teachers and students perceive regarding the use of
content literacy strategies?
3. What reasons do teachers and students give for planning to continue or discontinue
the use of content literacy strategies?
4. What support or experiences are needed for teachers and students to continue to use
content literacy strategies?
Purpose
The purpose of the dissertation was to examine the benefits and obstacles of
content literacy strategy instruction from the students’ and teachers’ point of view to
increase understanding regarding the complexities of sustaining systematic content
literacy instruction in the secondary classroom.
Definition of Terms
1. Content area literacy refers to the process of making meaning from content in a
manner that integrates reading, writing, speaking, viewing, listening, and thinking and
allows students to learn in a social context that promotes their ability to construct their
understanding from multiple perspectives and multiple sources of information (Ryder &
Graves, 1998).
2. Metacognition is a construct which literally means “thinking about thinking”; it
involves how learners think about their learning, how they know what they know, and
what they do when faced with challenging learning situations (Anders & Guzzetti, 1996).
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3. Prior knowledge or background knowledge refers to specific knowledge about the
topic of the text or lesson, general world knowledge about social relationships and causal
structures, and knowledge about the organization of the text (Resnick, 1984).
4. Schemata refers to knowledge already stored in memory that serves as a bridge in
connecting old learning with new learning; it provides the mental categories and
framework necessary for processing and integrating new knowledge (Eanes, 1997).
5. A strategic reader is an effective reader who adjusts his reading to fit the type of text,
employs specific tactics or strategies that will help if confusing text passages are
encountered, actively pursues meaning, and carries on a mental dialogue with the writer
(Barton, 1997).
6. Narrative text refers to text written to provide an aesthetic, entertaining experience
such as is found in short stories (Anders & Guzzetti, 1996).
7. Expository text refers to text written to inform; it is nonfiction and is usually
characterized by heavy concept load, technical vocabulary, and hierarchical patterns of
main ideas and details (Anders & Guzzetti, 1996; Musthafa, 1996). Expository text has a
variety of text structures.
8. Summarization refers to a condensed version of a passage that includes the most
salient concepts.
9. What I Know, What I Want to Learn, What I Learned is a content literacy strategy
developed by Ogle (1986); it is a strategy with three steps that guide the students in
accessing what they already know, determining what they want to learn, and recalling
what they learned from reading.
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10. Anticipation guide is a pre-reading strategy that consists of a series of teacher-
generated statements about a topic that students respond to before reading about that
topic. The response format is normally dichotomous: agree-disagree, likely-unlikely.
11. Text structure refers to how a text is organized; common expository text structures
include description, collection, causation, problem-solution, and comparison-contrast.
12. Graphic organizers are pictorial representations of hierarchical relationships between
facts and concepts.
Summary
This study investigated the obstacles and benefits of content literacy instruction
and use through the perspectives of the teachers and students teaching and using the
strategies. Careful attention through staff development was given to ensure teachers
possessed the background knowledge essential to understanding the importance of such
instruction as well as the expertise in teaching the strategies to students. Developing an
understanding of the obstacles and benefits of this important instruction will assist
researchers and school practitioners in the goal of systematic content literacy instruction
for all secondary students.
Limitations of the Study
The researcher in the study is the principal of the school where the teacher
training, observation of the implementation process, and data collection were conducted.
To avoid bias Dr. Alexandra Leavell, an associate professor in reading at the University
of North Texas, assisted in the study by serving as co-trainer of the teachers, participating
in teacher support meetings and conducting the teacher structured interviews. Dr. Carol
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Wickstrom, who has a Ph.D. in reading from Texas Woman’s University, served as the
second coder of the data. Member checks were conducted with teachers regarding the
accuracy of field notes from teacher observations. Dr. Leavell served as a resource
throughout the study.
The Pre Study Student Surveys were not coded in any way to match responses
with the Post Study Student Surveys, which resulted in a limitation regarding direct
comparisons that could be made with students. No coding occurred to maintain
participant anonymity and because initially no need was perceived by the researcher to do
so. There were no questions that were tapping exactly the same information from the Pre
Study Student Survey to the Post Study Student Survey. There were, however, questions
on both the Pre Study Student Survey and Post Study Student Survey designed to
determine students’ knowledge, understanding, and use of content literacy strategies.
When analyzing the data, it would have been helpful to see exactly the increase in
understanding and knowledge or lack of it, as well as any change of “attitude” that could
be gleaned from individual students. This was not possible because there was no
procedure in place to identify the participant.
Additionally, the study was initially structured to include only 9th and 10th grade
students in regular social studies and science classes. Teachers volunteered to be in the
study after a presentation of the study and the commitment necessary on teachers’ part for
those who agreed to participate. Due to the fact that two of the social studies teachers
declined to participate in the study, an additional volunteer was sought to participate. The
additional volunteer social studies teacher taught regular world history to 11th grade social
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studies students. Therefore, out of the six sections of students who participated in the
study, one section was made up of 11th graders.
Volunteerism played another role in a limitation of the study. Only five students
volunteered in one of the science classes. At the end of the study, the teacher encouraged
others to volunteer and take the Post Study Student Survey. The teacher was not in the
class when the study was presented to the students initially. This resulted in 88 students
participating in the Pre Study Student Survey and 98 students participating in the Post
Study Student Survey.
Lastly, the teachers were aware that the principal values content literacy strategies.
Therefore, this knowledge may have influenced how they responded to the pre and post
study surveys, during the teacher support meetings and the structured interviews. Dr.
Leavell conducted the structured interviews to address this concern. The principal made
every effort to reassure the participants in the study that honesty and their true perceptions
were critical to the study, and no repercussions of any kind would occur regardless of
their perceptions, positively or negatively, of content literacy strategies.
Organization of the Study
The study consisted of five phases and a timeline was developed (see Appendix
A).
Phase I: Teachers and students took the pre study surveys.
Phase II: The teachers participated in training for two half days on the importance of
content literacy strategies, the research related to content literacy strategies, and
implementation procedures regarding content literacy strategies.
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Phase III: The researcher observed level 2 teachers teaching the strategies to students and
provided technical support through one-on-one dialogue and meetings.
Phase IV: Teachers and students took the post study surveys.
Phase V: Selected teachers and students participated in structured interviews.
Significance of the Study
The ultimate goal of the study was to increase systematic use of content literacy
strategies in public schools by assisting researchers and school practitioners in
understanding the benefits and obstacles of using such strategies as perceived by teachers
and students. Although the value of such strategies is well documented in the literature,
secondary teachers remain resistant to using them, students continue to struggle with
understanding concepts from expository text, and 90% of colleges offer courses to assist
students in learning strategies to help them comprehend expository texts.
This study sought to understand the obstacles from the perspectives of teachers
and students using the strategies. Are there obstacles that can be overcome? What
benefits of content literacy strategies would be necessary to negate the obstacles? If
becoming an independent learner is valued in public schools, then what role can content
literacy strategy instruction play in achieving that independence?
Teaching students how to learn is truly a lifelong skill that will serve them well
for the rest of their lives. Content literacy strategy instruction is one important component
to helping them with that endeavor.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITEARTURE
The review of related research was gathered from various sources. The Handbook
of Reading Research, Vols. I and II, textbooks, compendiums, and the Educational
Research Information Clearinghouse (ERIC) were explored for pertinent information on
the topic of content literacy strategy instruction. An historical perspective was
investigated as well as current studies and schools of thought.
The need for learners of all ages to possess strategies which assist them in the
comprehension and retention of information from text (commonly referred to as content
area reading or literacy strategies) is well documented (Bean, 1997; Dole et al., 1991;
Simpson, 1984). Learning in schools and the workplace today is heavily dependent on
obtaining information from text (McKeown et al., 1992). To construct meaning from
expository text, readers must become strategic in using content literacy strategies.
Reading is more complex than was once believed. Reading was viewed in the past
as a skill that could be decomposed into a set of subskills that involved both decoding and
comprehension (Smith, 1965). Readers were thought to be passive recipients of
information from the text. The current view of reading acknowledges that it is a complex
process where the readers bring knowledge to the task and strategies they use to foster
and maintain understanding. It is viewed as a dynamic, interactive process where the
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reader is continually comparing new information with prior knowledge and assimilating
or accommodating this information into their schemata.
Reading and learning from content textbooks in subjects such as social studies,
science, and mathematics is not new (Bond, 1941; Fay, 1956; Gray, 1925; Herber, 1970;
Huey, 1908-1968; McCallister, 1932; Smith, 1965; Thorndike, 1917). The research of the
1940s, 1950s, and 1960s found support for the notion that reading ability and
achievement in content areas was connected. The idea that certain reading skills were
related to certain subjects was held by most reading researchers during these decades. For
example, Shores (1943) found that the reading skills necessary to comprehend historical
material were different than the skills needed to comprehend science material. Artley
(1942) and Krantz (1955) compared general reading scores with reading scores of content
material and concluded that there were certain reading skills that were specific to specific
content areas. Consequently, most of the research conducted was content-specific (Anders
& Guzzetti, 1996). Two prominent content reading researchers during this era were Nila
Banton Smith and Ruth Strang. As a result of the research by these two women,
secondary developmental reading programs were established, and materials were
published to address the needs of readers in content classes.
During the 1970s, the debate between the notion that different reading skills were
necessary for different content areas versus a more holistic view of content reading
emerged. Herber’s (1970) Teaching Reading in Content Areas was the first textbook
devoted entirely to content reading. Herber believed that the reading skills necessary for
content reading did not vary across content subjects. The current view of content literacy
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instruction is in line with a more holistic view that expanded in the 1980s, and supports
the premise that content literacy strategies are not content specific, but are effective in any
content area.
Strategic readers possess a large repertoire of strategies. They adjust their reading
to fit the type of text, employ specific strategies to assist them if they encounter confusing
text, actively pursue meaning, and carry on a mental dialogue with the writer (Barton,
1997). In addition, they exhibit skills associated with good readers, can decode rapidly,
understand phonemic awareness and text features, and use large vocabularies.
Strategic readers use their background knowledge to connect old learning with
new learning. They understand the importance of metacognition to their learning, and
they are aware of and use text features to aid in discerning information from expository
text (Barton, 1997). Strategic readers or learners understand that they have to use
different cognitive strategies before, during, and after reading. They realize that before
reading they must activate prior learning and focus on the topic. During reading they
understand the importance of processing the content by selecting and organizing
information. After reading, they integrate and apply the new learning. In order for
students to become independent learners, teachers must teach these strategies directly
(Reading-Language, 1989). Vacca and Vacca (1993) identified a number of
metacognitive skills that strategic readers use. They recognize when problems in
understanding occur and why, determine what strategies might fix the problem, and then
select and apply those strategies.
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Unfortunately, many students do not possess the skills of a strategic reader. In
1994, a quarter of our nation’s high school seniors and approximately a third of our
eighth graders failed to reach the basic level on the reading assessment portion of the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (Williams, Reese, Campbell,
Mazzeo, & Phillips, 1995). Carpenter and Johnson (1991) report that 90% of all U.S.
colleges provide developmental reading programs to support at-risk college students.
Poor readers do not exhibit strategic reading skills and have misperceptions about
what it means to be a good reader. They often believe they are successful readers if they
read the text without error and have verbatim recall (Duffy et al., 1987).  These readers
seldom demonstrate metacognitive skills (Pogrow, 1993). Kletzien (1991) found that
good and poor readers use the same type and number of strategies on easy passages, but
as the passages become more difficult, good readers use more types of strategies and use
them more often than poor readers. However, even competent readers often experience
difficulty with expository text. Tierney et al. (1982) surveyed 10th graders in social
studies and biology and found them to have a limited range of strategies to learn from
text.  Simpson (1984) found that students could rarely explain why a strategy was
important to their learning and did not know when they were ready for a test. These
findings support the need to teach students metacognitive strategies.
Research suggests that poor strategic readers can benefit from strategy training
(Anderson, 1978; Afflerbach, 1990; Baker & Brown, 1984; Calfee & Chambliss, 1987;
Hanson & Pearson, 1983; Raphael & Pearson, 1985). For example, Duffy et al. (1987)
investigated the effects of directly explaining the mental acts associated with strategic
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reading. Twenty third-grade teachers and their students in low reading groups
participated. Ten teachers made up the treatment group and were taught when and how to
explain the mental processes associated with strategic readers, and the other 10 teachers
served as the treated-control group. As expected, the researchers found that the students
of the treatment teachers were more aware of lesson content and of the need to be
strategic when reading, and scored better on reading achievement tests.
There are three key areas that assist students in becoming strategic readers: prior
knowledge, metacognition, and text features. These three important constructs provide
the framework for content area literacy strategies. As Applegate, Quinn, and Applegate
(1994) state, “Schema theory, metacognition, and sensitivity to text structure provide a
fairly complete and plausible description of the act of reading, one with numerous
implications for college reading instruction” (p. 33). Teachers must possess a deep
understanding of the importance that prior knowledge, metacognition, and text structure
play in helping students learn. Additionally, this understanding is necessary for teachers
to make appropriate instructional decisions about when to use strategies that emerge from
the research in these three critical areas.
Prior Knowledge
Reading research supports the existence of a causal relationship between prior or
background knowledge and comprehension (Tierney & Cunningham, 1984). Prior
knowledge comes in many forms, including specific knowledge about the topic of the
text, general world knowledge about social relationships and causal structures, and
knowledge about the organization of the text (Resnick, 1984). Bartlett (1932) was the
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first researcher to describe background knowledge in his research of story retellings. Prior
or background knowledge builds upon itself to form a framework, a schemata, into which
all new learning must be integrated. This schemata provides mental categories that serve
as the “hooks” upon which new pieces of information are hung (Eanes, 1997).
Schema theory attempts to explain how the learner makes sense of new
information. There are three necessary ingredients for comprehension based on schema
theory: categories, assimilation, and accommodation. Categories are systems about the
surrounding environment. Assimilation fits new information into existing schemata, and
accommodation requires adjusting or modifying existing schemata (Readence, Bean, &
Baldwin, 1992). Research supports the notion that when students’ schemata or prior
knowledge conflicts with new knowledge encountered in expository text, the existing
knowledge is not altered (Alvermann, Smith, & Readence, 1985).  Schema chunks or
units contain knowledge of objects, situations, events, actions, and sequences of actions
(Rumelhart, 1980). Clearly, schemata are critically important to each new learning and
are constantly changing as the learner assesses the congruence of new information with
available schema (Ryder & Graves, 1998).
In the classroom, an important role of a teacher is to assess students’ prior
knowledge or schemata. Many content literacy strategies assess students’ prior knowledge
(Ogle, 1986; Nichols, 1983). “What I Know, What I Want to Learn, What I Learned” (K-
W-L) is one such strategy that activates students’ background knowledge (Ogle, 1986).
This strategy involves three basic steps that guide the students’ thinking by asking them
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to access information they already know about the topic or subject, determine what they
want to learn, and then assess what they did learn after reading the passage.
Another well-known strategy for activating students’ prior knowledge is the
anticipation guide. This strategy was developed by Readence et al. (1992) and serves as a
motivational tool in addition to tapping students’ background knowledge. An anticipation
guide includes statements designed to access prior knowledge and challenge commonly
held beliefs about a topic prior to reading a passage. Students must decide whether they
believe the statements included in the guide are true or false, and then read the passage
with the purpose of verifying their prereading thinking about the topic.
The more knowledge students bring to the text, the more likely their
comprehension will be successful. Likewise, if students bring minimal prior knowledge
to the text, comprehension may suffer (Readence et al., 1992). It is therefore important for
the teacher to not only equip the students with strategies to help them assess their own
background knowledge, but also to provide needed information lacking prior to reading.
Schifini (1994) recommends using one or more of the five senses to build background
knowledge with students who are lacking the schemata necessary for a successful
learning experience with a given topic or text.
Providing background knowledge alone may not yield the results in student
comprehension desired, however. A study by  McKeown et al. (1992) involved 48 fifth-
grade students who received a prepared instructional module designed to provide
background knowledge for understanding the text. After this module was presented,
students were assigned to one of two text conditions: the original text or a revised version
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of the text. The results indicated that the version of the text, original or revised, had the
greatest impact on students constructing meaning from the text. The students who read
the original text, although they had the same background information, were unable to use
this knowledge to make connections with the text. The conclusion drawn from McKeown
et al. was that background information is most useful when the text is coherent, and
teachers may not be able to provide sufficient background information if students are
required to read from a poor or less coherent text.
Although analyzing the impact of prior knowledge is complex due to the different
variables, such as the text, as the McKeown et al. (1992) study points out, there are still a
multitude of studies that advocate using strategies that tap prior knowledge.  For example,
Dole, Valencia, et al. (1991) investigated the effects of two prereading instructional
treatments on students’ comprehension of narrative and expository texts. The study
examined the comparative effectiveness of two different instructional strategies for
activating and building prior knowledge. In the study, 53 fifth graders were divided into
three groups: teacher-directed treatment group, interactive strategy treatment group, and
control group. The researchers developed the prior knowledge measure by identifying the
major topic and constructing a paragraph to activate students’ prior knowledge. Students
were then asked to examine a list of 15 possible ideas and events they might find in a
passage.
Scripts were developed for the two prereading strategy treatments. In the teacher-
directed treatment, a 3 to 5-minute presentation was made by the teacher providing key
background ideas important to the selection. In the interactive strategy treatment, the
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teacher led a discussion to activate students’ existing knowledge and to elicit from them
important concepts related to the topic. The control group was given no prereading
instruction, but instead were asked to read the selection and answer the comprehension
questions. Both of the treatment groups using prereading strategies to activate prior
knowledge were more effective than the group using no prereading strategies. However,
the teacher-directed treatment group performed better than the interactive strategy
treatment group. Although several explanations for the results were given by the
researchers, their final comment was a caution about teachers “leading from behind” with
prereading strategies. This finding reinforces the premise that teachers must provide
explicit instruction on how to use content literacy strategies in order for students to
benefit from them (Dole, Valencia, et al., 1991).
Metacognition
Metacognition is the second area that is important for teachers to understand so
they can facilitate students’ development of strategies to help them learn.  Flavell (1978)
defined metacognition as “knowledge that takes as its object or regulates any aspect of
any cognitive endeavor” (p. 104). Knowledge about cognition and regulation of cognition
are two key characteristics of metacognition. Metacognition involves checking, planning,
monitoring, testing, revising, and evaluating one’s own strategies for learning (Baker &
Brown, 1984). Baker and Brown draw on Brown’s (1980) work to identify metacognitive
skills. Some of the metacognitive skills involved in reading are:
(a) clarifying the purposes of reading; that is, understanding both the explicit and
implicit task demands; (b) identifying the important aspects of a message; (c)
focusing attention on the major content rather than trivia; (d) monitoring ongoing
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activities to determine whether comprehension is occurring; (e) engaging in self-
questioning to determine whether goals are being achieved; and (f) taking
corrective action when failure in comprehension are detected. (Baker & Brown,
1984, p. 353)
Although there is not a consensus, the trends in the literature suggest that younger
and less academically mature students do not engage in metacognition and use it as a
means of improving their comprehension or learning (Anders & Guzzetti, 1996;
Readence et al., 1992). Brown (1978), however, maintained that although metacognitive
skills are used more often by older students, young children are capable of monitoring
their own thinking on a simple problem.
Content area literacy strategies are designed to assist students in using
metacognitive strategies to improve their comprehension and learning. One such strategy
is the think aloud technique (Nist & Kirby, 1986). In this strategy, the teacher reads aloud
from a text and verbalizes whatever comes to mind to model for students how to reason
and the cognition that occurs while reading. It gives the teacher the opportunity to
demonstrate various metacognitive processes that can assist students with their own
comprehension.
Franklin et al. (1992) conducted a study to investigate the effect of metacognitive
reading strategies on students in their social studies and science courses. The researchers
identified strategies most strongly supported by research, trained and assisted
intermediate grade level teachers in the implementation of these strategies, and evaluated
the effects of structured systematic instruction on student learning when teachers
understood how, when, and where the strategies should be integrated into their existing
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curricula. The teachers were provided with 36 clock hours of training, as well as
professor-modeling of strategies in the participating teachers’ classrooms.
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to control dependency
between pre- and post-test measures. A one-tailed test of significance revealed that the
correlations between IQ and scale scores on the subtests of reading comprehension,
science, and social studies were significant at the .001 level. The findings of the study
support the use of metacognitive reading strategies in content area classrooms, as the
efficacy of instruction was improved when teachers were competent in their application
(Franklin et al., 1992). This study also supports the notion that content area reading
training for teachers is a worthwhile endeavor that yields positive student learning results.
Case studies were conducted on at-risk college students using metacognitive
strategies to improve achievement (Applegate et al., 1994).  Student A was diagnosed
with significant weaknesses in concept development which were contributing to his
reading comprehension problems. Student A met once a week for a 2-hour session for 4
weeks. During these sessions he was taught the Surveying, Questioning, Reading,
Recording, Reciting, and Reflecting (SQ4R) strategy (Robinson, 1946) and schema
mapping strategies. The goal of these strategies was to improve the student’s concept
development in academic disciplines.
Student B in the study was an excellent student who had received a bad grade that
had affected her confidence in her ability to be successful in rigorous college courses
(Applegate et al., 1994). The researchers diagnosed her as a student who was not
adjusting her studying techniques or monitoring her own comprehension based on the
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demands of the text or course. This student also met for 4 weeks with a tutor who taught
her the SQ4R (Robinson, 1946) strategy and the K-W-L strategy (What I Know, What I
Want to Know, What I Learned) (Ogle, 1986). Additionally, she was asked to self-
question what she wanted to know, predict what topic(s) the author would elucidate, and
reflect on her own purposes for reading.
Both student A and student B demonstrated academic success using the strategies
learned in the study (Applegate et al., 1994). Student A completed his second year in
college with a 2.50 grade point average in a demanding liberal arts curriculum. The
researchers analyzed comments made by student A and assessed metacognitive growth
and the development of a self-monitoring system. Student B improved her grade in the
course in which she was experiencing difficulty and continued using the strategies she
learned in the study after the study had ended. The researchers concluded it is possible to
teach metacognitive skills for an entire spectrum of processes.
Text Features
Another construct important to content area literacy strategy instruction involves
activities that familiarize students with text features including reader aids, vocabulary,
and text structure. The importance of textbooks in learning information is well
documented in the literature (Ambruster et al., 1987; Grant, 1994; Lester & Cheek, 1998;
McKeown et al., 1992; Salembier, 1999). Duffy et al. (1989) referred to the textbook as
“the core of the curriculum in most schools” (p. 436). Most learning requires students to
read and understand expository texts. Expository text is text that is informational; content
areas such as social studies and science have textbooks that fall into this category.
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Ambruster et al. (1987) state, “Although the empirical evidence is weak, experts contend
that children generally have more difficulty reading expository than narrative text” (p.
332). Narrative texts tell stories such as those found in basal series or literature
anthologies and are used in teaching students how to read. In the United States, most
school districts teach their children to read using a basal series of some kind. Yet, basal
series consist mainly of narrative text and simple stories of high interest to students. Few
basal series contain expository passages like those the student will face in content
textbooks (Noyce & Christie, 1989).  Content textbooks are characterized by their heavy
concept load, technical vocabulary, hierarchical patterns of main ideas and details, and
unfamiliar content (Musthafa, 1996). Therefore, there is a great need to engage students
in strategies to assist them in learning from expository text. However, students receive
little instruction of how to transfer their narrative reading skills to skills required with
expository text (Mandeville & van Allen, 1993).
Text structure refers to how the ideas in a text are interrelated to provide a
message to the reader. Some ideas in a text are more important than others, and the
structure of the text signals to readers the main ideas as well as subordinate ideas. Top-
level structure refers to the overall organization of the principles in the text. There are
five common expository text structures: description, collection, causation, problem-
solution, comparison-contrast (Richgels, McGee, & Slaton, 1989). In description, ideas
are grouped by association; in collection, ideas are grouped with an organization, order,
or sequence. In causation, students look for causal connections between ideas. Problem-
solution structure is similar to causation, but it is more structured, and a clear problem-
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solution is evident. In the last text structure, comparison-contrast, similarities and
differences between ideas are noted.
Although students who use text structures to assist them with comprehending text
recall more important information over time, students are not often explicitly taught
strategies that can assist them with organizing and understanding text structure, such as
structured notetaking (Bartlett, 1979; McGee, 1982; Smith & Tompkins, 1988). If
students are aware of text structure patterns, they can use this knowledge as they study
and process key concepts from the text. Text structure strategies can improve students’
understanding of the text. Two studies with ninth-grade students document the
effectiveness of such strategies. In the first study, students were taught four text structures
to assist them with comprehension. The students taught the text structures outperformed
the control group on recall of information (Bartlett, 1979). In the second study, ninth-
grade students’ ability to use an author’s text structure accurately predicted passage recall
(Meyer et al., 1980).
There are numerous strategies teachers can employ to assist students in
developing their awareness and understanding of various text structures. Students
experience more difficulty with expository text than narrative text (Grant, 1994;
Musthafa, 1996). Therefore, most of the strategies are designed for expository text. One
reason for this is that narrative texts have a consistent structure--setting, initiating event,
internal response, attempt, consequence, and reaction. Expository texts may have a
variety of structures. Because students in secondary schools as well as in colleges must be
able to learn by using expository texts, it is imperative they develop a repertoire of
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strategies to assist them in this endeavor. Development of these strategies do not occur
automatically for the majority of students; they need explicit strategy instruction.
In a study by Lester and Cheek (1998), 44 high school students in the 9th, 10th,
and 11th grades were asked questions about their textbooks. Courses were grouped
together to form six general categories of social studies, math, science, English, physical
education, and electives. The students identified their English textbook as their favorite.
Reasons cited included “good stories and poems” and “stories or biographies about the
authors and pictures of them” (p. 284). The students’ least favorite textbook was math.
Students’ comments about their math text included “it’s hard to understand,” “not
specific enough,” and “poor arrangement” (p. 285). Social studies textbooks also received
negative reviews. Students felt their social studies text was “confusing” and contained
“too much information in one book” (p. 286). These findings are consistent with the
premise that students experience more difficulty with expository than narrative text.
Thus, reading researchers advocate explicitly teaching expository text structure.
Readence et al. (1995) recommend the following three-step process.
1. Modeling: Before expecting students to use text structure, it is necessary to
demonstrate what it is. This can be done by having teachers model their thought
processes for students as they (the teachers) use text structure. During modeling, it
is essential to show students a particular text structure and point out why a certain
type is organized. Furthermore, it is necessary to point out any words that signal,
or cue, the reader in to what the text structure is. It has been found that signal
words such as however, because, and therefore assist students in becoming aware
of text structure improving their recall (Meyer et al. 1980).
2. Recognition: This part of the teaching sequence amounts to walking students
through a particular text structure. This can be accomplished by asking judicious
questions that focus students’ attention on selected aspects of the structure.
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Teachers may begin the recognition step on a listening level first. Or teachers may
choose to begin with sentences or paragraphs before moving on to lengthier
passages. The essential part of this step is that students verbalize the why and how
of the text structure.
3. Production: Once students have gained some facility in perceiving text
structure, they should now be ready to produce a text structure on their own. Just
as recognition precedes production, a logical extension of perceiving text structure
through reading is producing it through writing. Using a graphic organizer or
some other form of skeletal outline based upon a text passage, students are
directed to compose their own version of the passage. Students are required to
write using a particular text structure and whatever signal words are appropriate to
cue that structure. (p. 155)
Ambruster et al. (1987) conducted a study with 82 fifth-grade students to see
whether direct instruction in recognizing and summarizing a conventional text structure
(problem-solution) would improve their ability to learn from similarly structured social
studies material. The students were divided into two groups, the training group and the
traditional group. The findings of the study supported the following four hypotheses: (a)
compared to the traditional training group, the structure training group recalled more
information on an essay test over the main idea of problem-solution passage; (b) the
structured training did not affect performance on the short-answer test; (c) compared to
the traditional training group, the structure training group wrote summaries that included
more passage main ideas; and (d) compared to the traditional training group, the structure
training group wrote better organized summaries. These results support the practice of
providing direct instruction on conventional text structure.
In addition to becoming proficient with text structure, it is important for students
to possess strategies regarding the visual aids in a textbook. Visuals are frequently found
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in expository textbooks; however, adolescents and young adults perform only moderately
well with visuals (Kirsch, 1985). Vacca and Vacca (1993) contend that:
when students learn how to use and construct graphics representations,they are in
control of a study strategy that allows them to identify what parts of a text are
important, how ideas and concepts encountered in text are related, and where they
can find specific information to support more important ideas. (p. 267)
Students tend to ignore illustrations and visuals in textbooks because they believe they
can learn all the information from the text (Olson, 1977). Often teachers also ignore visuals in a
textbook (Rakes, Rakes, & Smith, 1995). Strategies for analyzing visuals in a textbook include
teacher-generated and student-generated strategies. Examples of teacher-generated strategies are
providing written or oral directions immediately before using the illustrations, study questions
over visuals, and student evaluation of graphics in content area materials. Student-generated
strategies require the student to create visuals from information in the text. Examples include
creating illustrations for embedded questions, using illustrations to summarize text, creating
semantic maps, completing partial drawings or labeling drawings, creating flow charts,
constructing maps, creating icons that symbolize main ideas in text, and creating charts and
graphs.
Another research-based study reading strategy designed to be used with expository
text is PLAN: Predict, Locate, Add, Note. The strategy uses the research on prior
knowledge, metacognition, and text structure. The first step involves predicting the
content and structure of the text and creating a probable map of the author’s ideas using
the chapter title, subtitles, highlighted words, graphics, etc. The second step requires the
student to locate known and unknown information on a map by placing checkmarks by
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familiar concepts and question marks by unfamiliar concepts. In the third step, the reader
adds words or short phrases to confirm or extend information known about the concepts.
The last step is an after-reading activity. The student takes note of his or her map and
applys it to the task. College students have demonstrated success using this strategy
(Caverly & Nicholson, 1993).
Summarization is a strategy that has been shown to be effective in helping
students understand and retain information from text (Brown, Campione, & Day, 1981;
Brown, Day, & Jones, 1983). To effectively use this strategy, students must use
metacognitive thinking by making sure they understand the main points of the text,
eliminate the information that is not critical to that understanding, and condense
information in their own words. To do this, students must be able to discern and analyze
text structure.
Brown and Day (1983), Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978), and Taylor (1982) each
present a major approach to summarization strategies. Brown and Day’s rules for
summarizing include the following three steps.
1. Read the whole of a selection before you attempt to summarize it. Then,
summarize first smaller and then larger units as noted below.
2. Summarize paragraphs by following these rules:
Delete trivial and redundant information.
Use superordinates, categories, and terms that are more general. For example, if
the author mentions perch, trout, and salmon, you might write down fish.
Identify a topic sentence for the paragraph.
3. Summarize complete passages by first summarizing the individual paragraphs.
Then, construct an overall summary of the complete passage. (pp. 1-14)
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Kintsch and Van Dijk’s (1978) five-step approach to summarization instructs the
readers to eliminate unnecessary detail, collapse lists, use topic sentences, integrate
information, and polish the summary. Taylor (1982) advocated a hierarchical summary
procedure. This procedure includes three steps that demonstrate to students how to create
a skeletal outline and then fill in the outline with pertinent information for a summary.
Text structure knowledge is especially important with this strategy. The result from all
summarization strategies is not only the metacognitive process that occurs in the
development of the summary, but the product, the summary itself, that can be used as a
study guide.
Frequently summarization is taught in conjunction with graphic organizers.  The
graphic organizer can provide a visual dimension while the summary provides the written
dimension. Graphic organizers are pictorial representations of hierarchical relationships
between facts and concepts (Barron, 1979). There are many kinds of graphic organizers,
and they can access prior knowledge, involve metacognitive thinking, and make use of
the research on text structure. In fact, in some cases, text structure is actually taught by
using graphic organizers. McGee and Richgels (1985) developed a seven-step approach to
teaching students about expository text structure using graphic organizers. Those seven
steps are as follows.
1. Find a passage from the students’ textbook that is well organized, represents
one text structure, and has appropriate clue words.
2. Prepare a graphic organizer for the passage.
3. Introduce students to the idea of text structure.
4. Show the students the graphic organizer that has been constructed from their
text.
5. Help the students use the graphic organizer to write a passage.
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6. Have students read the passage from their text and compare it with the text
they have written.
7. Help students move beyond short, single structure passages to longer passages
with more than one structure. (pp. 745-746)
Graphic organizers can improve students’ comprehension during and after
reading; they have been found to be an effective instructional tool (Alvermann &
Swafford, 1989).  However, it is critical that a discussion about the content of the
organizer occur for maximum benefit. As with other content literacy strategies, students
need explicit instruction on the purpose, use, and benefit of the strategy as well as
modeling by the teacher and time to practice using the strategy.
Teachers’ Role in Content Literacy Strategy Instruction
Although content area literacy strategy instruction has been found beneficial to
students (Anderson, 1978; Raphael & Pearson, 1985; Ogle, 1986; Hansen & Pearson,
1983; Afflerbach, 1990), teachers remain resistant to teaching these strategies (Fox, 1993;
Hollingsworth & Teal, 1991). In fact, required university course work has yielded mixed
results as to the transfer of strategies learned into classroom teachers’ instructional
repertoire (O’Brien & Stewart, 1990). Even providing teachers with opportunities to
reflect on strategies for improving student understanding has not resulted in teachers
changing their instruction (Alvermann & Hayes, 1989). Teachers often do not see the
value of such strategies or view them as time consuming (O’Brien & Stewart, 1992;
Vacca & Vacca, 1993).
O’Brien, Stewart, and Moje (1995) maintain that teaching content literacy
strategies is a paradox; it can be viewed as radical pedagogy or nothing new. From the
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radical point of view, content literacy instruction confronts deeply held beliefs, values,
and practices of secondary teachers, therefore affecting school culture. However, when
examining the overall curricular goals, content literacy is not new. Helping students learn
from content textbooks, prepare for exams, and write essays is not new. However, when
the notion of content literacy instruction invades the pedagogy of teaching content to
include assisting students to socially construct knowledge through such strategies as
cooperative learning, it takes on a radical hue.
O’Brien et al. (1995) purport that complexities such as curriculum, pedagogy, and
school culture affect teachers’ receptivity of content literacy instruction in schools. For
example, curriculum is divided into subject areas, each with its own set of content goals
and expectations. Reading and writing to learn strategies are viewed as belonging to other
disciplines and are rejected by some teachers because they represent “competing”
pedagogy and content. These content literacy strategies threaten to blur subject area
divisions that serve as part of the deeply embedded organizational structure of schools.
Another reason cited for resistance of teachers toward the teaching of content
literacy strategies is the long standing need of some teachers to “control and tell,” thereby
maintaining control of the amount of content covered and its delivery. A shift from
viewing the teacher as the disseminator of all information to the facilitator of learning
with texts has to occur before content literacy instruction will be accepted (Vacca &
Vacca, 1993). In classrooms where the teacher is a facilitator of learning, students are
expected to take a more active and independent role in their learning. Such suggestions
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for a student-centered classroom are incongruent with the teacher-centered classroom,
especially when tied to disciplines (Myers, 1992).
Ratekin, Simpson, Alvermann, and Dishner (1985) conducted a qualitative study
examining eight classroom teachers’ instructional practices in the classroom. Each
participant had at least 8 years of teaching experience, and they represented math, science,
social studies, and English or language arts content areas. As the researchers observed the
teachers, they categorized their observations into three areas: organizational settings and
instructional methods, inferred instructional purposes, and instructional resources. Results
of the study indicate these teachers used the whole class organizational setting as opposed
to small groups settings and relied a great deal on lecture and lecture-discussion. Sixty-
nine percent of instructional time was devoted to presenting information, and less than
15% involved readiness activities such as prereading activities designed to tap prior
knowledge. In addition, the teachers used a single textbook as the instructional resource
the majority of the time, with only 20% of the time devoted to providing guidance for the
text.
The researchers concluded that the teachers in the study did not follow
recommendations of content literacy textbooks due to a variety of reasons (Ratekin et al.,
1985). The teachers may have conducted strategies they felt fit the parameters of content
area reading instruction and the constraints of their class. Second, perhaps they tried
content literacy strategies, had not found them to be helpful to students, and abandoned
their use. Last, when teachers use lecture as the primary vehicle for concept development,
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and the textbook is used to validate information rather than as a learning tool, then
content literacy strategy instruction may not be useful.
Although students probably are exposed to some kind of study skill or content
literacy instruction during their 12 years of schooling, it is either not sophisticated or not
systematic enough for the strategies to be internalized by the students (Durkin, 1978;
Simpson, 1984). The content literacy strategy or study-learning strategy instruction
needed must include a deep understanding of the research behind the pedagogy by the
teachers, a desire for students to become independent learners, and a great deal of
modeling and guiding activities.
Simpson (1984) offered three reasons why college students may lack the reading
or study strategies necessary for learning after surveying 395 college freshmen. One of the
reasons cited dealt with teachers. Simpson purported that students are not taught
systematic independent learning strategies. This lack of direct instruction may account for
high school as well as college students’ poor skills in this area (Simpson, 1984; Tierney et
al., 1982).
Can teachers learn to be more explicit and effective in training students to use
reading strategies? Duffy et al. (1987) posed this question in their study of third-grade
teachers working with low achieving reading groups. The study found that teachers could
learn to become explicit and effective in training students to use reading strategies. The
difference between the treatment teachers and treated-control teachers was six 2-hour
training sessions that focused on three areas: (a) how to make decisions about recasting
prescribed basal text skills as strategies; (b) how to decide on explicit statements about
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the strategy being taught, when it would be used, and how to do the mental processing
involved; and (c) how to organize these statements into a lesson format that progressed
from an introduction, to modeling, to interaction between teacher and students, to closure.
The students in the classes with the treatment teachers outperformed the students in the
classes with the treated-control teachers. This finding supports the premise that training
teachers on how to teach students about the mental processes associated with strategic
reading provides benefits to students.
An additional dimension of teaching content literacy strategies and the skills
associated with them to teachers is the fear factor. The Duffy et al. (1987) study involved
third-grade teachers, and elementary teachers are much more comfortable teaching
strategies associated with reading than secondary teachers are. Two quotes in an article by
Bintz (1997) reveal the issue of teaching content literacy strategies from the teachers’
perspectives.
My nightmare is that I am insecure because as an English teacher, somehow I am
expected to know about reading, but at the college level I was only trained in
English content. (high school English teacher, 1996, p. 12)
My nightmare is that many middle school students aren’t reading at grade level, or
if they are, won’t read the class assignments anyway. Consequently, I find myself
trying to avoid getting students involved in reading by assigning as little reading
as possible. I teach around reading in order to make sure students understand
science. (middle school science teacher, 1996, p. 12)
These two quotes validate the findings of other reading researchers which indicate
teachers are not using content literacy strategies in content classes (O’Brien et al., 1995;
Ratekin et al., 1985). Yet teachers report they spend less than 4 hours per year in staff
development training to teach content literacy strategies (Humphrey, 1992).
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Another obstacle regarding content literacy strategy instruction is that teachers
often view this as someone else’s job (Umans, 1963). They often believe that teaching
reading is the elementary teachers’ or English and language arts teachers’ job; secondary
teachers view themselves as teachers of content, not reading (Bintz, 1997). This is not a
new problem. In 1965, Andersen (as cited in Burnett, 1966) stated, “High school teachers
must face their responsibilities as teachers of reading as well as teachers of history,
literature, science, and homemaking if they are to prepare students for the demands of
further education” (p. 323).
Wilson (1995) conducted a study investigating attitude changes in students taking
a content area reading course in a small liberal arts college. Previous studies indicated
that although preservice teachers were taking these required courses at the college level,
many were resistant to them, and the application of the strategies learned in such courses
was minimal (Daisey & Shroyer, 1993; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990). The 27 students in
Wilson’s study were secondary education undergraduate students. The students were
majoring in a wide variety of subject areas including English, art, music, physical
education, social studies, science, math, and foreign language. The students were given
Vaughan’s Scale to Measure Attitudes Toward Teaching Reading in the Content
Classroom (as cited in Wilson, 1995) on the first day of class and again on the last day of
the class. The means of the two administrations of the scale were evaluated using a t-test.
Vaughan’s Scale purports to assess students’ attitudes toward content area reading
courses by examining items concerning the role of the teacher in helping students to
improve reading and study skills, the use of content area reading methods, and
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encouragement offered to students to get them to read. Students respond to items on a 7-
point Likert Scale.
The results of Wilson’s (1995) study indicate that the preservice teachers’ attitude
toward the content area reading course did change. The scores were higher after the
course than before the course was taken. These findings are similar to a study by Lloyd
(1987), except teachers in Lloyd’s study still felt their primary responsibility was the
content.
Bean (1997) conducted a study to examine preservice teachers’ selection of
specific vocabulary and comprehension teaching strategies for a microteaching session in
a field-based practicum. Twenty-seven preservice teachers participated representing
content areas of science, social studies, mathematics, English, art, and music. These
students were required to take a content area reading course and a one-day-per-week
practicum in a middle or high school in their content area. Each teacher developed and
conducted a lesson with peers in the university class and again in their field practicum.
Ten of the 27 students participated in follow-up interviews with the researchers to explore
application of strategies taught in subsequent practicum assignments. In the follow-up
interviews students responded to the following questions:
1. Tell me about your 5-day practicum or student teaching experience.
 2. Are there any teaching strategies you use from your methods course?
          3.    If so, what aspects of the practicum support the use of these teaching
   strategies?
    4.   If not, what aspects of the practicum interfere with using these teaching
          strategies? (p. 155)
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The results of Bean’s (1997) study revealed 14 different content area reading
strategies were used by the preservice teachers, with graphic organizers and anticipation
guides being selected most often.  In addition, 2 out of 10 preservice teachers continued
to use the strategy they originally selected in their subsequent practicum experience, and 8
out of 10 used an additional or different strategy from the content area reading course in
subsequent practicums.
Bean (1997) also noted that the most influential reason for the preservice teachers’
strategy selection was the cooperating teacher. The cooperating teacher’s view of content
area reading strategies greatly impacted the preservice teacher’s decision on how much to
use the strategy beyond the regulated amount of time required by the study. The
preservice teacher will, in many cases, emulate the cooperating teacher’s style.
In another study, Dynak (1997) taught a content area reading course to preservice
math teachers and then used written journal reflections from three of the participants to
reflect on teacher preparation in this area. The participants in the course were high school
math teachers who taught in a high school with approximately 1400 students. Dynak
taught the teachers guidelines for summarization that included strategies for preparing to
read, comprehending during reading, and processing after reading. One of her main
findings was the importance of providing opportunities for the teachers to discuss how
the strategies they were studying could be adapted and used in their high school
classrooms. Consequently, she suggests that more time in preparing teachers to use
content area reading strategies should be spent on helping them to see the practical use of
the strategies.
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In 1973 only nine states required preservice teachers to take a content area reading
course before graduation. A short decade later, 35 states had such a requirement. In 1994,
Romine, McKenna, and Robinson surveyed all 50 state departments and the District of
Columbia by telephone. They found that six states had dropped the content area course
requirement while nine new states had added the requirement. Those states that dropped
the requirement had changed to a system of specified reading competencies that teachers
must possess rather than courses they must take. Teacher training programs bear the
responsibility of designing and ensuring that the teacher competencies are developed.
When adding the nine new states to the 1983 list, 43 states plus the District of Columbia
required either coursework in the area of content reading or competencies for practicing
teachers. This left only seven states with no reading requirement in 1983 or 1994. Further
investigation indicated that four of those seven states had a state-wide initiative with
literacy requirements of some kind. This left three states -- Arkansas, Kansas, and New
York -- with no reading coursework or competency requirement.
If content literacy instruction is important to students becoming independent
learners with expository text, then teachers must have training to provide this instruction.
It must become mandatory that all states provide the critical coursework or staff
development training necessary to equip all teachers with the skills to provide such
instruction in content classes.
Staff Development
Staff development has been recognized as important to teachers’ growth and
continuous improvement as well as improvement of student learning (DuFour & Sparks,
45
1991; Joyce & Showers, 1988). Specifically, school reform efforts have been found to be
most effective when the local school is empowered to assess areas to be improved and
develop the strategies and programs to make those improvements (Levine & Lezotte,
1990). Boyer (1983) stated the need for staff development most succinctly. “The only way
we are going to get from where we are to where we want to be in schools is through staff
development” (p. 9).
There is consensus among researchers regarding what constitutes effective staff
development. DuFour and Sparks (1991) identified seven research-based effective staff
development practices that create the climate and structure for successful teacher training.
Those seven practices include the following:
1. Effective programs are purposeful.
2. Effective programs are designed to promote and influence teachers’ thinking
about teaching.
3. Effective programs are research-based, both in content and process.
4. Effective programs have realistic timeframes.
5. Effective staff development programs are evaluated at several different levels.
6. Effective programs generate teacher commitment to the training.
7. Effective staff development programs have strong administrative support. (pp.
56-70)
During the past 25 years, researchers have documented numerous studies of
teaching, curriculum, school improvement, and technology that validate the need for staff
development (Joyce & Showers, 1988). In fact, Joyce and Showers went so far as to say
that “…failure to create a strong staff development system is a tragic dereliction” (p. 27).
Clearly, well-designed staff development is critical to successful implementation of new
strategies and innovations.
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Staff development is an important component of this study. Therefore, a well-
researched staff development model will be used to guide the teacher training sessions of
the study. The model, referred to as the RPTIM model, was developed by Wood,
Thompson, and Russell in 1981. The model emerges from a basic philosophy about
effective staff development that stresses the importance of the school as the primary unit
of change in school reform.
The model includes five stages: Readiness, Planning, Training, Implementation,
and Maintenance. The critical attributes of each stage are listed below.
1. Stage 1: Readiness. The principal and central office staff work with the school
faculty to establish a climate that supports school improvement. Staff members
select improvement goals and develop their commitment to implement new
professional behaviors and programs to achieve those goals.
2. Stage 2: Planning. Staff members design a system of inservice programs to
achieve the improvements identified in the first stage.
3. Stage 3: Training. Staff members participate in effective inservice training that
reflects what is known about adult learners.
4. Stage 4: Implementation. Teachers and administrators translate what they
learned during the inservice training into professional practice in their actual work
setting.
5. Stage 5: Maintenance. Teachers and administrators use systematic monitoring
techniques to ensure that the changes they have made will continue over time
(Wood, Killian, McQuarrie, & Thompson, 1993, p.vi).
An important dimension of the Readiness Stage is a supportive climate (Wood et
al., 1993). Teachers and administrators need to develop a climate of trust – one where
there is two-way communication and differences are not only recognized but respected.
Adequate time and resources must be allotted in order for the staff development to be
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successful. Teachers need to be involved in the planning of improvement goals,
developing the vision for the staff development program, and team building. When these
dimensions are in place, then the support and commitment from the staff that is vital to
effective staff development will be in place.
 Planning is the second stage of the RPTIM staff development model (Wood et al.,
1993). In this stage, it is important that the staff members have input on what will occur
during the actual training. This is accomplished frequently with some kind of needs
assessment. The staff also must be a part of the long range planning in order for the staff
development to have the systemic, long-term impact desired.
 The Training Stage is where the actual inservice begins (Wood et al., 1993).
Wood and Thompson (1980) identified key points critical to this stage. First, teachers
must believe the goals of the training to be realistic and helpful to them in their day-to-
day teaching. Teachers respond to training done in small groups, are respectful of the
differences they bring to the training, and are cognizant of the control they desire in the
process. After the training, ongoing support must be provided to ensure the transfer of
learning.
The Implementation Stage also involves a great deal of support to ensure the
transfer of learning to the classroom setting (Wood et al., 1993). That support may come
in various forms. Trainer observation, meetings, and one-on-one coaching by a peer or
others are all forms of follow-up support necessary to successful implementation of
inservice training. Communication is the critical piece to this stage. Teachers need to be
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able to communicate with someone who possesses the expertise to assist them through
difficult and frustrating experiences as they implement a change.
The last stage, Maintenance, is often an overlooked component of a staff
development program (Wood et al., 1993). The underlying premise of this stage is that if
the implemented change does not receive sustained support and attention, then even
successful change strategies will not endure. Changing back into old habits is a common
occurrence. Feedback from students and parents can provide teachers with the
information they need to motivate them to continue their change efforts.
All the stages require principal support. If school-based improvement and staff
development are to succeed, the principal must be involved at all levels. He or she plays a
key role that cannot be underestimated.
Summary
This review of literature found support for content literacy instruction. Teaching
students strategies that will assist them in comprehending what they read has been
advocated by reading researchers since the beginning of the 1900s (Bond, 1941; Fay,
1954; Gray, 1925; Herber, 1970; Huey, 1908-1968; McCallister, 1932; Smith, 1965;
Thorndike, 1917). Studies have shown that such instruction improves comprehension
(Dole, Valencia, et al., 1991; Duffy et al., 1987; Hayes & Tierney, 1982; Ogle, 1986;
Readence et al., 1992; Stevens, 1980). The evidence supports the notion that certain
mental processing acts occur when students engage in metacognition and activating prior
knowledge. The strategies that facilitate these acts contribute to students’ comprehension
(Applegate et al., 1994; Baker & Brown, 1984; Franklin et al., 1992; Schifini, 1994). Yet,
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secondary teachers remain resistant to teaching content literacy strategies in content
classes (Fox, 1993; Hollingsworth & Teal, 1991; O’Brien et al., 1995; and Ratekin, et al.,
1985).
This study provided quality training to teachers to ensure their understanding as to
the importance of content literacy strategies and when and how to implement them. It also
assessed the benefits of using content literacy strategies as well as the obstacles involved





The purpose of this study was to gain a deeper understanding of students’ and
teachers’ thoughts and perceptions regarding the benefits and obstacles related to content
literacy strategy usage in the secondary social studies and science classroom.  Although
there are numerous studies that support the notion that content literacy strategies increase
students’ comprehension and understanding of concepts taught in expository texts,
explicit instruction and use of such strategies is fragmented at best and non-existent at
worst.  This study sought to identify factors that encourage or limit the use of
implementing and sustaining systematic content literacy strategy instruction and use by
teachers and students in public school classrooms. This section describes the
methodology of the study.
Qualitative Research
The study was designed as a qualitative study that investigated the teachers’ and
students’ perceptions of the benefits and obstacles of content literacy strategies by
examining them through qualitative research features. Miles and Huberman (1994)
identify features of qualitative research as follows:
1. Qualitative research is conducted through an intense and-or prolonged
contact with a “field” or life situation.
2. The researcher’s role is to gain a “holistic” overview of the context
under study.
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3. The researcher attempts to capture data on the perceptions of local
actors “from the inside,” through a process of deep attentiveness, of
empathetic understanding, and of suspending or “bracketing”
preconceptions about the topics under discussion.
4. Reading through materials, the researcher may isolate certain themes
and expressions that can be reviewed with informants.
5. A main task is to explicate the ways people in particular settings come
to understand, account for, take action, and otherwise manage their day-to-
day situations.
6. Most analysis is done with words. The words can be assembled,
subclustered, broken into semiotic segments. They can be organized to
permit the researcher to contrast, compare, analyze, and bestow patterns
upon them. (pp. 6-7)
Out of qualitative research flows qualitative data comprised of words based on
observation, interviews, or documents. Qualitative data provide rich descriptions and
explanations of processes or events in local contexts that are not easily identified by
quantitative research methods.
A conceptual framework of the study was developed that includes the benefits and
obstacles noted in the literature review (see Appendix B). Benefits of content literacy
strategy instruction included student strategic reading development in using metacogntive
reading skills, accessing prior knowledge, and understanding the importance of text
structure to comprehension (Applegate et al., 1994; Baker & Brown, 1984; Bartlett, 1979;
Meyer et al., 1980; Ryder & Graves, 1998; Tierney & Cunningham, 1984). Obstacles of
content literacy strategy instruction included teachers’ resistance (Fox, 1993;
Hollingsworth & Teal, 1991). This resistance is due to multiple factors including teachers
viewing content literacy strategies as time consuming, someone else’s responsibility, and
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not valued in the school culture (O’Brien et al., 1995; O’Brien & Stewart, 1992; Vacca &
Vacca, 1993). Some teachers believe that content literacy strategies are not helpful to
their students (Ratekin et al., 1985).  A lack of explicit content literacy strategy
instruction is an obstacle given for students’ weak skills in this area (Mandeville & van
Allen, 1993; Simpson, 1984).
The conceptual framework served as a guide as researchers searched for
validation or repudiation of the current findings in the field of the content literacy strategy
instruction. The constant monitoring of the obstacles and benefits of content literacy
strategy instruction by students and teachers throughout the study built a case for teachers
to either continue or discontinue the use of such strategies from the participants’ point of
view.  The information on the conceptual framework assisted the researcher in
understanding what is necessary for systematic content literacy strategy instruction to
continue and become a part of a teacher’s instructional repertoire or what variables result
in the discontinuance from the students’ and teachers’ perspectives.
There were two researchers involved in collecting data. The primary researcher,
the principal of the school, participated in all aspects of the study except the structured
teacher interviews per the approval of the study by the University of North Texas’
Institutional Review Board. The various components included participating in teacher
training, administering Student and Teacher Pre and Post Study Surveys, observing in
classrooms, attending teacher support meetings, and conducting student and teacher
structured interviews. The secondary researcher, Dr. Alexandra Leavell, an associate
professor of reading at the University of North Texas, conducted the teacher training
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component, attended teacher support meetings, and conducted the teacher structured
interviews.  Dr. Carol Wickstrom, served as a second coder of the data sources.
The researcher and the second coder validated all findings from the multiple data
sources. Findings that required percentages were compared and consensus was reached
after discussion. A high percentage of inter-rater reliability was found where this was
necessary. For example, the coders started with an 87% agreement in determining strategy
strength of students on the Pre Study Student Survey prior to achieving 100% consensus.
Eighty-two percent agreement was found regarding the strategy strength of teachers on
the Pre Study Teacher Survey. Eighty-eight percent agreement was found regarding
students’ understanding of when and why to use the strategies on the Post Study Student
Survey. Eighty-seven percent agreement was found regarding teachers’ procedural and
conditional knowledge on the Post Study Teacher Survey. Each survey was compared
after the coders had coded them to reach 100% consensus. Other findings regarding
benefits, obstacles, reasons to continue-discontinue use of strategies, and support needed
to sustain using content literacy strategies were agreed upon by the researcher and the
second coder of the data.
Description of Site
The study was conducted in a suburban comprehensive high school located in the
Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex.  The high school opened in 1998 and is one of three high
schools in the school district.  In its first year of operation, the school served 9th and 10th
grade students only, and in the current school year, the school served three grades – 9th,
10th, 11th – with a total population of 1767 students. The demographic makeup of the
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school included a student body that was 58.80% white, 18.22% Asian, 16.93% Hispanic,
5.66% African American, and .39% American Indian, with 15% of the students on free
and-or reduced lunch. This site was chosen because it was representative of a typical
suburban high school in this area, and the researcher was the principal of the school. Thus
it was highly accessible.
Participants
Participants in the study included both students and teachers in selected courses.
The courses selected for the study were regular 9th and 10th grade social studies and
science courses. Science and social studies courses were chosen because the text-based
nature of instruction in these disciplines makes content literacy strategy use particularly
helpful in assisting students in constructing meaning. Specific courses included United
States history, world geography, world history, introduction to physics and chemistry, and
biology.
Teacher participants (n=16) included 7 social studies teachers and 9 science
teachers (n=10 males; n=6 females), with experience ranging from 1 year to 25 years. Ten
teachers, referred to as level 1 teachers, completed the pre and post study surveys,
attended teacher support meetings, and participated in the teacher training component of
the study. Additionally, six teachers, referred to as level 2 teachers selected from the
original 16 teachers, participated in the activities of the level 1 teachers plus participated
in an observation by a researcher and a structured interview. These six teachers were
selected according to gender (n=3 males; n=3 females), discipline (3 social studies and 3
science), and years of experience (beginning to experienced).  Level 1 teachers
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represented all the social studies and science teachers who teach regular classes at the 9th
and 10th grade levels at the school. The teachers volunteered to participate in the study
after the purpose and activities involved in the study were explained. Two social studies
teachers declined to participate in the study; therefore, one additional social studies
teacher was included who taught regular 11th grade students. This teacher had 10 years of
teaching experience and served as the teacher representing the “middle” level of
experience of the three social studies teachers who served as level 2 teachers in the study.
All participants remained anonymous, and confidentiality was maintained through
pseudonyms.
Student participants were drawn from students enrolled in the United States
history, world geography, world history, introduction to physics and chemistry, and
biology classes. The students were enrolled in a social studies or science section selected
by one of the six level 2 teachers. The students who participated in the study volunteered
after the researcher explained the study to the students. All students in the six identified
classes were included in the study as level 1 students (students who completed the
anonymous Pre and Post Study Student Surveys). Additionally, 12 students, two from
each of the six identified classes, (one successful and one unsuccessful with the
strategies) were selected by their teacher to participate in all level 1 student activities plus
a structured interview. These students were referred to as level 2 students.
Teachers participated in two half-days of training in content literacy strategy
instruction conducted by Dr. Alexandra Leavell, an associate professor of reading from
the University of North Texas. Training emphasized the importance of topical and
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strategic prior knowledge, nine essential thinking processes displayed by effective
readers, and the use of content versus process metacognition in reading expository texts.
The training began with teachers completing an anticipation guide about content literacy
strategies and why teachers do not use them systematically in content courses. An
anticipation guide is designed to activate learners’ prior knowledge about a topic before
learning and provide a purpose for learning (Readence, Bean, & Baldwin, 1989). The
teachers then read an article about content literacy strategies and the research, and
revisited the anticipation guide to reconsider their initial opinions.
 Next, teachers experienced what a non-strategic reader goes through when
reading difficult expository text by simulating the experience by reading a passage of
difficult and unfamiliar text. The passage covered research design and statistics, topics
about which students will have low prior knowledge. The importance of prior knowledge
and metacognition was discussed after the activity. The teachers read and discussed the
handout on the model of cognition that focuses on the mental processes of an effective
reader. This assisted teachers in understanding what a good reader should be doing to
construct meaning, provided a foundation for discussion of students’ potential deficits in
terms of cognitive processing, and provided terminology with which to discuss the
strategies. The handout was read using a jigsaw cooperative learning activity.  Handouts
and research on metacognition, prior knowledge, and text structure were provided to the
teachers. Strategies modeled and used in the training included anticipation guide, What I




Multiple tools were used to gather information from teacher and student
participants. Pre and post study surveys, field notes from classroom observations,
transcripts from teacher support meetings, and structured interviews were read and reread
to allow patterns, categories, and themes to emerge from the data. Data was collected
prior to the study beginning, during the study, and at the end of the study.
Pre and Post Study Surveys
Teachers and students were assessed on their current understanding and use of
content literacy strategies through a pre study survey. The survey was administered
approximately one week prior to the teacher training and approximately two weeks prior
to implementing the strategies into the classroom. The teacher survey was administered to
teachers individually. Although teacher surveys were anonymous, a counselor at the
school numbered each survey and was responsible for distributing and collecting Pre and
Post Study Teacher Surveys. He kept these assigned numbers confidential, and only he
knew who was assigned what number. This procedure allowed the researcher to assess
change or lack of change on the part of teacher participants. The student survey was
completed individually but in a group setting at the school (see Appendix C and
Appendix D).
All participants completed a post study survey assessing their perceptions of the
benefits and obstacles of content literacy instruction as well as reasons they would or
would not use the strategies in the future. These surveys were conducted 6 weeks after
implementation of the strategies in the social studies and science classrooms.
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The pre and post study surveys flowed from the review of the literature.  The pre
study survey was administered prior to any discussion or teacher training. After the pre
study survey was administered, teachers participated in two half-day sessions preparing
them to implement the strategies.  At the end of 6 weeks, the post study survey was
administered. The instruments were assessed for content validity by three experts in the
field. The Pre Study Student Survey was piloted with five students prior to the study. Two
students reviewed the Post Study Student Survey prior to administering the surveys.
Classroom Observations
The researcher observed the teachers implementing the strategies in the
classroom. Teacher behaviors that assisted students in understanding why, when, and how
to use the strategy being taught were noted. Student behaviors that provided evidence of
student understanding or lack of understanding of the strategy being taught was
documented. Field notes were taken during the observations and information was
transferred to a contact summary form (see Appendix E). Member checks occurred with
all observation field notes where the teacher observed was asked by the researcher to
validate the field notes from the observation.
Support Meetings
Two support meetings were provided to teachers throughout the study. During the
meetings researchers (Dr. Leavell and the principal) answered clarifying questions from
teachers, listened and addressed frustrations or successes they experienced, and assessed
support they needed to continue. The meetings were audio-recorded and transcribed;
information was then transferred to a contact summary form (see Appendix E).
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Structured Interviews
After a preliminary analysis of the above data sources, collected before, during,
and after the study, a structured interview with six teachers and twelve students was
conducted following Patton’s (1982) guidelines. The guidelines provided a framework
within which the interviewer developed questions, sequenced those questions, and made
decisions about which information to pursue in greater depth. A structured interview
instrument was developed from the review of the literature to serve as a guide for
questioning (see Appendix F).  Additional questions were asked to address issues or
questions that emerged through the ongoing data analysis during the study.  The
interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed.
Data Analysis
  Data analysis was conducted through words as the main data sources – words
from the pre and post study surveys, words from the field notes from the classroom
observations and two teacher support meetings, and words from the structured interviews.
These words were processed according to the conceptual framework in order to answer
the research questions. To accomplish this, field notes from the aforementioned data
sources were converted into “write-ups.” “A write-up is an intelligible product for
anyone, not just for the field-worker. It can be read, edited for accuracy, commented on,
coded and analyzed” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 51).  The write-ups were analyzed
using a contact summary, which was a list of summarizing questions from the content
field of study (see Appendix E).
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 Data triangulation as described by Denzin (1978) occurred between two data
sources for level 1 teachers (pre and post study surveys), five data sources for level 2
teachers (pre and post study surveys, observation and meeting field notes, and structured
interviews), two data sources for level 1 students (pre and post study surveys), and three
data sources for level 2 students (pre and post study surveys, and a structured interview).
Data triangulation is a process where different data sources are compared so researchers
can discover what concepts the data sources have in common. Through these methods,
theories or assumptions were drawn that provided the researchers with clues as to what
teachers’ and students’ perceptions were about content literacy strategies in a personal
manner.
 In analyzing all data sources, comments and behaviors were coded for their
evidence to support either an obstacle or a benefit of content literacy strategy instruction,
support or behaviors needed for students and teachers to continue using the strategies.
“ ‘Codes’ are tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential
information compiled during a study” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 56).  Coding was
ongoing throughout the study. These codes were revised as events emerged during the
study that necessitated rethinking the codes. Additionally, codes were changed later in the
study as Lincoln and Guba (1985) recommended:
1. “filling in”: adding codes, reconstructing a coherent scheme as new insights
emerge and new ways of looking at the data set emerge
2. “extension”: returning to materials coded earlier and interrogating them in a
a new way, with a new theme, construct,  or relationship
3. “bridging”: seeing new or previously not understood relationships within
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units of a given category
4. “surfacing”: identifying new categories (p. 62)
The methods used to analyze data throughout the study were noting patterns and
themes, counting, and compare-contrast. Miles and Huberman (1994) describe noting
patterns and themes in the following way, “When you’re working with text, you often
note recurring patterns, themes, or “gestalts,” which pull together many separate pieces of
data. Something “jumps out” at you, suddenly makes sense” (p. 246). The same authors
deal with the idea of “counting” in qualitative research by writing, “When we identify a
theme or a pattern, we’re isolating something that (a) happens a number of times and (b)
consistently happens in a specific way. The “number of times” and “consistency”
judgments are based on counting” (p. 253). The last method used to analyze data was
compare-contrast. Again, Miles and Huberman served as the guide for using this method
and described it in the following manner, “We draw a contrast or make a comparison
between two set of things—persons, roles, activities, cases as a whole—that are known to
differ in some other important respect” (p. 254).
Pre Study Surveys
Students.
The first two questions on the Pre Study Student Survey asked, “What techniques
do you use to learn?” and “What do you do when you have trouble understanding the
textbook?” These questions were analyzed by noting patterns on the survey, and the codes
listed in Table 1 and Table 2 (p. 63) were applied to student responses. The questions
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were asked to determine current student knowledge and understanding of learning
strategies.
Questions three and four on the Pre Study Student Survey asked, “What subjects
are easy for you – subjects that you need little help from the teachers or others?” and
“What subjects could you use some help with?” The questions were analyzed by counting
the most frequently marked response. These two questions were asked to determine what
subjects students perceived as easy or difficult for them. These questions also assisted the
researcher in determining which subjects students might be more receptive to learning
the content literacy strategies because they perceived those subjects as being difficult.
Question five on the Pre Study Student Survey asked, “If you read a chapter in
your science (question 5A) or social studies (question 5B) textbook, how confident are
you in answering questions correctly about the chapter?” Question five was analyzed by
comparing and contrasting the confidence level of the students when using their science
and social studies textbooks. The students ranked their confidence level on a Likert Scale
of 1 to 5, with 5 being very confident and 1 being not confident. These questions were
asked to determine if students were confident reading from expository textbooks.
Table 1
Strategy Coding for Pre Study Student Survey
Strategy Strong (SS) Strategy Average (SA) Strategy Weak (SW)
at least three recognized at least two recognized no recognized learning
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learning strategies or
techniques noted that imply
learner independence
learning strategies noted strategy noted
strategies may involve
metacognitive thinking,
using prior knowledge, or
awareness of text structure
weak strategy noted (closing
eyes, listening to music)
strategy listed requires
assistance from others























ask a peer or other
Question six asked, “Do you remember any teacher ever teaching you techniques
to help you learn better? If yes, what technique?” Question six was analyzed by counting
student responses regarding prior instruction on strategy instruction. This question was
asked to determine if students had received prior instruction on content literacy strategies
and if that instruction had resulted in students successfully recalling specific strategies.
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Teachers.
Similar methods were used to analyze the Pre Study Teacher Survey that were
used to analyze the Pre Study Student Survey, including noting patterns and counting.
Questions one, two, and three asked, “What content literacy strategies can you name or
describe?” “Which content literacy strategies do you currently use in your teaching? After
each one, briefly explain what you understand to be the purpose of the strategy.” and “In
what ways do you assist students who appear not to be comprehending text or written
materials?” These questions assessed teachers’ current use and knowledge of strategy
instruction. The codes listed in Table 3 were used in analyzing the teachers’ responses to
the first three questions.
Table 3
Strategy Coding for Pre Study Teacher Survey
Strategy Strong (SS) Strategy Average (SA) Strategy Weak (SW)
at least three recognized
CLS listed
at least two recognized CLS
listed
one or no recognized CLS
listed
two CLS currently used,
accurately described
one CLS currently used,
accurately described
one or no CLS currently
used, accurately described
two CLS used when
students do not understand
one CLS currently used
when students do not
understand
no recognized CLS used
when students do not
understand
Question four asked, “What is your perception of the areas students struggle with
the most in understanding your content information?” The question assessed teachers’
perception of areas in which students needed help in understanding the content. Counting
the responses and noting responses given repeatedly allowed patterns to emerge. This
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information allowed the researcher to ask a follow-up question on the Post Study Teacher
Survey about the impact or lack of impact the strategies had on this area during the study.
Question five asked, “What percentage of your students would you consider to be
strategic, independent learners ( i.e., can process most or all text information with little or
no assistance from you)?” This question was included on the survey to assess teachers’
perception of how many of their current students they considered to be strategic,
independent learners. The percentages were grouped into seven categories. For example,
six teachers reported 10%, two reported 15%, etc. The categories were: 10%, 15%, 20%,
25%, 40-50%, 65-75%, and 80%.
 Teacher Support Meetings
The teacher support meetings were audio-taped and transcribed. A contact
summary form was used to assist the researcher in assessing the main themes, issues, and
questions that emerged from the meetings. A contact summary form is a single sheet that
focuses on summarizing questions and assists the researcher in reducing the raw data. The
summarizing questions were determined after reading and re-reading the transcribed notes
from the teacher meetings. Then the transcriptions of the meetings were analyzed by the
researcher re-reading and highlighting the statements made by teachers that addressed the
questions on the contact summary form. Next, statements were transferred to the contact
summary form under each question that the statement addressed.
There were two dates selected for teacher support meetings – one the third week
of the study and one the fifth week of the study. Two meetings were held on each day – a
meeting before school and a meeting after school. This allowed each meeting to have
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approximately eight teachers in attendance, which resulted in a great deal of participation
by each individual teacher in the discussion.
The first set of teacher support meetings were unstructured with teachers
discussing any issue, question, or concern that came to mind regarding the
implementation of content literacy strategies. The researchers made some clarification
about teacher remarks and questions to initiate the dialogue; however, the discussion was
mainly teacher led.  During the last set of teacher support meetings, teachers were given
four questions to address in a round robin format. This was done in response to areas of
concern from the first set of teacher support meetings in addition to a lack of participation
by some of the teachers and to prevent a few teachers from dominating. These questions
provided focus to the meetings. The researcher wrote the four questions and gave every
teacher a copy when the meeting began. The four questions are listed below.
1. What are the positive experiences or benefits you have experienced with any
of the content literacy strategies in the past couple of weeks?
2. What are the problem areas the students have encountered? What are the
problem areas you have encountered as the teacher facilitating the process?
3. What impact does your role as a teacher play on students developing these
skills?
4. What instructional support do you feel teachers need to “stay the course” and
successfully implement content literacy strategies?
Memoing was done after the transcribed notes of the meetings had been analyzed.
Glaser (1978) defines memoing as “the theorizing write-up of ideas about codes and their
relationships as they strike the analyst while coding….it can be a sentence, a paragraph or
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a few pages….it exhausts the analyst’s momentary ideation based on data with perhaps a
little conceptual in elaboration” (pp.83-84). These memos assisted the researcher in
capturing the reflection of the meetings and were a vehicle to make sure nothing was
forgotten when it was time to write the findings of the study.
Classroom Observations
Teachers were observed implementing the summarization strategy. During the
observation, notes were taken by the researcher capturing direct quotes and anecdotes.
Immediately after the observation the notes were typed and reflective questions and
observations the researcher wanted to ask or share with the teacher were written. A
member check conference was held where the teacher read the notes to verify that the
researcher had accurately captured what occurred in the classroom. Dialogue about the
strategy took place in the conference with reflections and suggestions for future work
with the strategy from both the researcher and the teacher.
The notes were then analyzed and pertinent data was transferred to a contact
summary form (see Appendix E) addressing the following questions. What did the
teacher do or say to assist students in understanding why, when, and how to use the
strategy? What did the student do or say to indicate the level of understanding about using
the strategies? What teacher and student behaviors or statements communicated their
attitude (positive or negative) toward the strategy? What was the effectiveness of
implementation (modeling explanation of strategy steps, purpose of strategy,




There were seven questions on the Post Study Student Survey. The questions were
designed to determine knowledge and understanding gained by the students during the
study. Additionally, their opinions were sought about the strategies. One question asked,
“Explain when and why you might use these strategies: K-W-L, graphic organizers,
summarizing.” Students were given “credit” for each answer that accurately described
when they would use the strategy and-or why they would use the strategy. This
information was kept separately for each class, and percentages for the number of correct
responses are reported in Chapter IV.
Question two on the post study survey asked, “Did any of these strategies help you
understand science or social studies better? If yes, which ones?” Yes-no responses and
other responses were tabulated as well as the number of times specific strategies were
mentioned by the students. This information was kept separately for each class. A total
for all students was also tallied.
Question three asked, “Has your knowledge and use of these strategies made you
more confident in your classes? Explain.” Again, yes-no responses and other responses
were noted. This information was kept for each class separately and a total for all students
was tallied. Insightful responses as well as responses repeated to indicate a pattern were
noted.
Questions four and five asked, “What was difficult about learning and using the
strategies?” and “What has the teacher said or done to help you the most in learning these
strategies?” These questions were asked to ascertain obstacles involved in learning the
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strategies from the students’ perspective. Additionally, any teacher behavior that made
learning the strategies easier from the students’ perspective was sought. Insightful
responses and patterns were noted.
Question six asked, “Are you using the strategies in other classes? If yes, which
classes?” Yes-no responses were tabulated as well as other responses such as “maybe” or
“somewhat.” The specific classes the students mentioned were recorded with the
frequency they were mentioned. This question assessed whether students found enough
value in the strategies to use them in other classes and if they understood how the
strategies could help them repeatedly regardless of the content. Again, insightful
responses about why the students used the strategies in other classes were noted.
Question seven on the Post Study Student Survey asked, “Which strategies will
you continue to use this year and in future years? Why?” The number of students who
responded that they would use a strategy in the future was recorded, and the frequency of
each strategy mentioned was tallied. Patterns as to why the students were going to use the
specific strategy mentioned in the future were noted. Responses to this question verified
whether the students did or did not value the strategies enough to use them again.
Teachers.
Question one on the Post Study Teacher Survey asked, “When and why would
you use the following content literacy strategies with students? K-W-L, graphic
organizers, anticipation guide, summarization.” This question was asked to determine if
the training and work with the strategies had affected their knowledge level about the
strategies. Teachers were awarded one point for each correct or appropriate answer for
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when they would use the strategy and-or why they would use the strategy for all four
strategies. A maximum of eight points could be earned. Teachers earning 6, 7, or 8 points
were considered strategy strong, 4 or 5 points strategy average, and 0, 1, 2, or 3 points
strategy weak.
Question two asked the following, “Did the strategies increase student learning
and-or understanding of concepts-information? Explain.” Question three asked, “Will the
knowledge and use of these strategies change the way you teach?” Question five asked,
“Was the effort you put into integrating the strategies into your teaching worth the effects
of the strategies on students’ learning? Why or why not?” All three of the questions were
tabulated by recording the number of yes-no or other responses and noting insightful
answers and patterns. These questions sought to determine the impact the strategies had
on teachers’ perceptions and behavior.
Question six on the Post Study Teacher Survey asked, “Which of the strategies
will you continue to use after the study has ended? Why?” The answer to the question
was tabulated by noting the number of times teachers responded with a specific strategy.
The question was asked to determine what strategies they found valuable and why.
Question seven on the Post Study Teacher Survey was a follow-up question to a
question asked on the Pre Study Teacher Survey. The question asked, “In your pre study
survey you stated . . . (individual teacher response) . . . was an area with which your
students seem to struggle in particular. Do you feel the strategies you learned were
effective in enhancing students’ abilities in that area?” Yes-no responses were noted as
well as the description teachers wrote regarding the progress or lack of progress students
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made in the identified difficult area. This question assisted the researcher in determining
the impact the strategies had on actual areas of need as perceived by the teachers.
Question four asked, “What challenges or obstacles did you face implementing
the strategies in your classes?” Question eight asked “How effective was the training in
preparing you to teach these strategies? What would have prepared you better? . . . longer
initial training . . . more follow-up . . . more strategies . . . different strategies . . . other-
please explain. Question nine asked, “List support that will help you improve and sustain
the use of content literacy strategies in the classroom.” Patterns of responses were noted
for questions four, eight, and nine. These questions were designed to elicit ideas on the
obstacles involved in content literacy strategy implementation and how to improve
preparation and support of such initiatives.
 Student and Teacher Structured Interviews
The transcriptions of the student and teacher structured interviews were coded
according to the evidence they presented in answering the four research questions. Pink
was used to note benefits of content literacy strategies, and orange was used to note
obstacles of content literacy strategies.  Green was used to note the reasons students and
teachers would or would not continue using the strategies, and purple was used to note
the support needed to implement and sustain content literacy strategy instruction. After
this was completed, themes and patterns emerged from the coding.
Analysis of Participants from Pre Study Survey Data
The Pre Study Student Survey and the Pre Study Teacher Survey provided a
snapshot of the students’ and teachers’ current knowledge level and perceptions regarding
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content literacy strategy instruction. There were 88 student participants from six classes,
three science classes and three social studies classes. There were fifty-one 9th graders,
twenty 10th graders, and sixteen 11th graders. There were 16 teachers in the study, seven
social studies teachers and nine science teachers.
Students.
The first two questions on the Pre Study Student Survey assessed students’ current
use and understanding of learning strategies overall – what they do to help themselves
learn new material or understand information when they encounter difficult text. This
information was important to give a preliminary picture of the students as strategic
learners. The criteria for analyzing students’ current knowledge and understanding of
learning strategies are listed in Table 1. For students to be considered “strategy strong,”
they had to list three formal learning or study strategies. “Strategy average” students had
to list two strategies for formal learning or study strategies. Students who listed no
strategies or an informal strategy, such as “make fun,” were considered “strategy weak.”
Five percent of the students were considered to be strategy strong, 26% were recognized
as strategy average, and 69% were considered strategy weak according to the criteria
listed in Table 1 (see p. 63).
The strategies listed were further analyzed to determine the nature of the strategy
according to the criteria noted in Table 2 (see p. 63). Specific formal strategies, such as
note taking, highlighting, and personal informal strategies, such as dimming the room and
creating rhyming words, were counted. Twenty-nine percent of the students listed formal
strategies, while 19% listed personal informal strategies, with 26% listing both formal
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and informal strategies on the survey. Rereading was the formal strategy mentioned most
frequently with 24 responses, followed by note taking with nine responses. All other
specific formal strategies were listed three or fewer times. The word “visuals,” noted 11
times, was the most frequent personal informal strategy listed, with reading out loud
written six times. Although using visuals in textbooks to assist the student in
understanding a concept is a recognized learning strategy, no elaboration on the part of
the students was given, making it difficult to assess what the word “visuals” meant to
them.  Olson (1977) and Kirsch (1985) found that adolescents and young adults tend to
ignore illustrations and visuals in textbooks. All other personal informal strategies were
listed three or fewer times. Interestingly, 73% of the students listed  “asking another
person” when they encountered difficult text. Forty percent of the students responded that
they would ask a teacher for help, and 33% commented that they would ask a peer or
other (parent, friend) for help. This information indicates that many students are not
independent learners, i.e., do not possess strategies to assist them when they encounter
difficulty. Instead they rely on others for assistance when they need help.
Question three asked students to list subjects that were easy for them and subjects
that were hard for them. Social studies was listed most frequently as an easy subject, and
math was listed the most frequently as a hard subject. Lester and Cheek (1998) surveyed
high school students about their textbooks and found that math textbooks were noted as
the students’ least favorite. The math text may or may not be a contributing factor in the
students listing math as their most difficult course.
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Students were asked to rate their confidence level in answering questions from a
chapter using a science and social studies textbook. To assess this, a Likert Scale was
used with 1 being not confident and 5 being very confident. Overall, students felt more
confident with their science textbook than social studies textbook as evidenced with a
mean score of 3.7 for science and 3.3 for social studies. Their assessment was validated
by the opinions expressed by their social studies teachers in the training, who stated the
social studies textbook switched text structure often and was not easily understood. Lester
and Cheek (1998) similarly found that students felt their social studies text was
“confusing” and contained “too much information in one book” (p. 286). The literature
also supports the notion that less coherent textbooks interfere with student
comprehension.
The last question on the Pre Study Student Survey asked students if they
remembered any teacher ever teaching them techniques to help them learn better. They
were also asked to list the technique. The purpose of this question was to determine if
students had received prior instruction on content literacy strategies and if that instruction
had successfully resulted in the students using or recalling the specific strategy. Sixty-one
percent of the students responded that a teacher had taught them learning strategies, and
39% responded that no teacher had ever taught them a learning strategy. Strategies listed
by the students who responded with a yes to this question were specific formal strategies
such as summarizing, note taking, and outlining. Durkin (1978) and Simpson (1984)
purport that although students probably are exposed to some kind of study skill or content
literacy instruction during their 12 years of schooling, it is either not sophisticated or
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systematic enough for the strategies to be internalized by the students. It is interesting to
note that although 61% believe they have had strategy instruction at some point in their
school career, only 5% met the criteria for a strategy strong student and 69% of them
were assessed as strategy weak. This finding would support the proposition of Durkin and
Simpson. It appears that although they recall prior instruction and can recall the name of
specific strategies, they do not list them as strategies they use to help them learn.
Teachers.
The first three questions on the Pre Study Teacher Survey assessed teachers’
current knowledge and understanding of content literacy strategy instruction. Table 3 (see
p. 63) lists the criteria for this assessment. The number and percent of teachers who were
coded into each category were as follows: 7 teachers were coded strategy strong
representing 44% of the teachers, 4 teachers were coded strategy average representing
25% of the teachers, and 5 teachers were coded as strategy weak representing 31% of the
teachers.
The teachers in the study ranged in teaching experience from year 1 to year 25.
However, their knowledge of content literacy strategy instruction did not appear to be
associated with their experience. There were experienced and inexperienced teachers who
met the criteria for strategy strong and strategy weak.
Teachers were asked to assess what percentage of their students they would
consider to be strategic, independent learners. Eighty-one percent of the teachers assessed
50% or fewer of their students to be strategic, independent learners. This assessment
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supported Simpson’s (1984) finding that college students may lack the reading or study
strategies necessary for learning.
Teachers also identified areas in which students struggled the most in the
teacher’s content subject. The number one area listed was vocabulary and terminology,
with eight teachers listing that area. Of those eight teachers, seven were science teachers.
Since science has a great deal of new vocabulary for students to learn, this is an area that
science teachers realize they must address. Distant second and third areas where students
struggled were comprehension and lack of big picture, with three teachers listing these
areas of concern. Table 4 summarizes information from this pre study survey question.
Table 4
Teachers’ Perceptions of Difficult Areas for Students
Areas teachers identified as difficult for
students
Number of times each area was mentioned
Vocabulary 6
Comprehension 3




Higher level thinking 1






Identifying main concepts 1
Finding evidence to support concepts 1
Don’t care 1
Cause-effect relationships 1
Point of view 1
Summary
Understanding about the obstacles and benefits of content literacy strategies must
be gleaned from data collected from the teachers and students who actually use the
strategies in classrooms. The well-documented benefits of content literacy strategies
regarding increased comprehension of expository text for students demands that
educators and researchers continue to examine the obstacles involved in systematic
content literacy strategy instruction in schools. This qualitative study provided insight
into some of the reasons teachers continue to be resistant regarding content literacy
instruction. It also provided a look at what teachers and students find beneficial about the
strategies and the support needed to sustain effective use of such strategies in the
secondary social studies and science classrooms. This knowledge will be useful in





The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ and students’ perceptions of
benefits and obstacles of content literacy strategy instruction. The primary goal was to
increase understanding regarding the complexities involved in implementing and
sustaining systematic content literacy strategy instruction in high school science and
social studies classrooms. Qualitative data analysis of multiple data sources allowed
patterns, categories, and themes to emerge from the data. The eight data sources were
aligned with the research questions, and multiple data sources addressed each research
question. The data sources were: Pre Study Student Survey, Pre Study Teacher Survey,
teacher support meetings, classroom observations, Post Study Student Survey, Post Study
Teacher Survey, student structured interviews, and teacher structured interviews. This
chapter presents the findings based on each research question.
Specific Observations
Research Question #1a
What benefits do teachers perceive regarding the use of content literacy
strategies?
Benefits – Teachers.
Teachers viewed the greatest benefits of content literacy strategies to be assisting
students’ learning and understanding of content, increasing their own expertise and
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repertoire of instructional strategies, increasing student engagement, and equipping
students with strategies the students could use in the future. A question on the Post Study
Teacher Survey asked the teachers if the strategies increased students’ learning and
understanding of concepts and information. One hundred percent of the teachers
responded “yes” to this question, indicating it was clearly a strong benefit of the content
literacy strategy instruction. Sample responses included the following:
Yes. I think different strategies work for different students. Using a combination
of these strategies increased their learning on the topics.
Yes, I think it gave them more control over their learning. K-W-L works well
because they have a chance to see they really may-do know something.
Yes, because they had to think about the concept more. I feel that they had to
analyze the information more than when they answer questions.
At the first set of teacher support meetings there were more obstacles than benefits
mentioned by the teachers. However, in the second set of teacher support meetings,
teachers articulated a better balance between positive experiences and obstacles using the
strategies. Most of the comments related to student achievement and behavior as
evidenced through the following quotes:
I think the positive experience I’ve seen is actually seeing the light bulb come on
and kids getting it. Kids retaining information, going, “I understand this so much
better.” That’s been incredible.
I guess my most positive experience or benefit would have to be…. the fact that
I’m getting a lot more on task activity with the kids. Whereas before, things like
lecture, a lot of them were daydreaming, looking around, not taking the notes, no
matter which strategy I’ve used. So I don’t have nearly as many kids just out there
daydreaming and not actively trying to use the strategy.
I like the strategies because it also helps them realize that their past experiences,
their past knowledge, is important.
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I think that light bulb went off when they kind of figured out that they could use
summarization for any topic.
The benefits noted through classroom observations dealt mainly with students’
attentiveness to teacher instruction regarding how to use the strategies, their participation
in discussion, and the interest they exhibited through asking clarifying questions. For the
observation, teachers were asked to focus on the summarization strategy. This was the
strategy that was new to most of the teachers in the training. It is also a skill that students
in the school struggle with as evidenced by TAAS results.  In every observation, the
teacher had already introduced the strategy prior to the observation. There was evidence
that the students had knowledge of the step-by-step process taught in the teacher training
component of the study. With only two exceptions, students displayed knowledge and
skill development with the strategy. They could articulate the steps in the summarization
process by answering correctly when the teacher asked, “What step is first, what happens
next,” etc. The oral responses students gave regarding important concepts were accurate
and again indicated that prior instruction had occurred. Students were receptive, a finding
expressed by teachers in support meetings, and even eager to learn the strategies in most
classes. The student effort observed indicated that most of the students were positive
about the strategies.
The teachers who were observed spent time at the beginning of the class noting
the benefits of using these strategies, which indicated their understanding of the
importance of the strategies. For example, “This is a technique to help you learn
information out of a science text.” Taking the time to talk about the benefits appeared to
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help students understand the importance and value of the strategy. Additional comments
teachers made in class and in the teacher support meetings communicated their
understanding of the value of learning content literacy strategies. Examples of those
comments are listed below:
I told them it would help them on TAAS.
Understanding what you read. . . . A lot of kids told me the reason that they didn’t
want to (do this) was because they didn’t understand. Well, maybe this will help
you understand.
They’re going to be using it in college, they’re gonna use it in life. When they go
out into the business world, they are going to have to be able to take information,
separate it into important and the unimportant. So it’s a tool they can use no
matter what they do, whether they go to college or any type of job.
Another possible benefit of an initiative to implement content literacy strategies
into the classroom is teacher knowledge and understanding about the strategies, which is
obviously a prerequisite to teaching students the strategies. On the Post Study Teacher
Survey teachers were asked when and why they would use the content literacy strategies
that were included in the training component of the study. They were given two points per
strategy if the teacher answered both the “when and why” accurately, with a maximum
number of eight points possible. Teachers earning 6, 7, or 8 points were considered
strategy strong, 4 or 5 points strategy average, and 0, 1, 2, or 3 points as strategy weak.
The results are listed in Table 5 (p. 83), and a comparison is made with the Pre Study
Teacher Survey in Table 6 (p. 83).
Modest improvement on conditional and procedural knowledge was made. This
finding would indicate that moving teachers forward in this area, developing a depth of
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knowledge, understanding, and expertise, may be a slow process, one that will require
patience on the teachers’ and supervisors’ part.
Table 5
Teacher Knowledge of Content Literacy Strategies
Points given for accurate responses No. of teachers receiving specific
number of points
8 points – strategy strong 6 teachers
7 points – strategy strong 1 teacher
6 points – strategy strong 1 teacher
5 points – strategy average 2 teachers
4 points – strategy average 3 teachers
3 points – strategy weak 2 teachers
2 points – strategy weak No teachers
1 point – strategy weak 1 teacher
0 points – strategy weak 1 teacher
Table 6
Pre – Post Study Comparison of Teachers’ Knowledge of Content Literacy Strategies
Teacher Knowledge Pre-Study Post-Study
Strategy Strong 44% (n = 7) 50% (n = 8)
Strategy Average 25% (n = 4) 31% (n = 5)
Strategy Weak 31% (n = 5) 19% (n = 3)
An additional benefit was noted by teachers through tying a pre study survey
question to a follow-up post study survey question regarding difficult areas for students.
Although the teacher surveys were anonymous, they were coded with a number so the pre
study survey and the post study survey could be matched to assess various issues. In the
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Pre Study Teacher Survey, teachers were asked to identify areas that their students
struggled with the most in understanding their content. On the Post Study Teacher
Survey, teachers were asked if the strategies they had implemented during the study
helped students in the areas they identified. Fifty-six percent responded yes, 6%
commented “somewhat,” and 6% wrote “not immediately, but may in the future.” Some
felt it was too early to tell if the strategies assisted students in areas they identified as
troublesome for students. Examples of the difficult areas and the teachers’ responses after
the study are listed in Table 7. This finding is additional evidence that the teachers
perceived the content literacy strategies as beneficial in helping students learn.
Table 7
Pre-Post Study Teacher Observations Regarding the Impact of Content Literacy Strategies
on Identified Difficult Areas for Students
Area identified by teacher in pre study
survey as difficult for students
Post study survey response to benefit of
content literacy strategies to difficult area
Comprehension of complex information “The summarization strategy is an effective
way to check for student comprehension of
information.” (This teacher indicated that
he-she would use concept maps-mind maps
and summarization after the study ended).
Terminology, application of concepts “Definitely in the area of terminology. I
think I would need more long-range
research to determine the latter.” (This
teacher indicated he-she would use K-W-L
and graphic organizers after the study
ended).
Identifying main concepts “I really think summarization was
extremely useful there. Not everyone got it
unfortunately. They also still need to work
on elaboration and what to include.”
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Definitions of biological words and their
correlation to information presented.
“The summarization activity did enhance
this area.” (This teacher indicated he-she
would use anticipation guides, K-W-L, and
summarization after the study ended).
Research Question #1b
What benefits do students perceive regarding the use of content literacy
strategies?
Benefits – Students.
The Post Study Student Survey and the structured student interviews served as the
two main sources of findings regarding students’ perceptions about benefits of content
literacy strategies. Although there were 88 students who took the Pre Study Student
Survey, there were 98 students who took the Post Study Student Survey. There was one
class in the Pre Study Student Survey that had very few students who agreed to participate
initially. However, the students worked well with the strategies during the classroom
observation; consequently, the teacher asked them if they wanted to
participate in the follow up survey and additional students agreed to do so.
The first question on the Post Study Student Survey asked the students to explain
when and why one might use K-W-L, graphic organizers, and summarizing strategies.
This question was asked to determine the depth of understanding by students regarding
not only when it would be appropriate to use the strategies, but to also determine if they
understood why the strategy was beneficial and what it was helping them do. Students
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were given “credit” for each answer that accurately described when or why they would
use the strategy. The results are listed in Table 8.
Table 8
Post Study Conditional and Procedural Student Knowledge
Teacher-Class % who knew when and-or why to use strategy
K-W-L Graphic Organizer Summarizing
TS1 33% 33% 77%
TS2 50% 72% 72%
TS3 0% 22% 77%
TSS1 60% 53% 86%
TSS2 6% 31% 63%
TSS3 7% 7% 92%
Total 27% 39% 78%
Obviously, students gained and retained more knowledge about summarization
than any other strategy. Since teachers were asked to implement summarization and then
select one of the other strategies, it is reasonable to assume that student understanding of
that strategy would be considerably higher than their understanding of the other strategies.
It also confirms the notion that the amount of time teachers devote to a strategy has an
impact on students’ understanding and mastery of the strategy. Only three students
mentioned summarization on the Pre Study Student Survey as a strategy they used to help
them learn; therefore, it would appear that the students improved their knowledge of this
strategy a great deal during the study or that they had this knowledge prior to the study
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but did not use it. However, since it was the strategy listed by students most frequently as
the strategy they will use in the future, they probably did not possess the knowledge of
when and why to use the summarization strategy prior to the study. Student responses
varied, with some students writing clear, concise answers regarding the use of the
strategies and some students writing responses that were vague. Examples of students’
knowledge of when and why to use the strategies included the following:
We-I have used this after I have read an article to sum up the main points.
Summarizing is used so that the teacher knows that you understood the main idea
of the article.
You use this strategy so that you will know what the main point of the article or
book is. It will help you leave out all the uneccessary (sic) things.
Summarizing would help (you) understand the overall point to whatever it may
be.
All teachers were asked to implement summarizing (see Appendix G), and then they
could select one of the other strategies. Some teachers implemented all three strategies,
and some implemented only summarizing. This accounted for some of the variation
found as noted in Table 8.
The majority of students believed the content literacy strategies helped them
understand the content in their social studies or science classes. The percentages varied
somewhat from class to class; however, 71% of all the students in the study felt the
content literacy strategies helped them. Summarization was once again the specific
strategy mentioned most frequently by students. Table 9 (p. 88) presents students’
responses to the question, “Did any of these strategies help you understand science or
social studies better? If yes, which ones?”
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Table 9









Number of times strategy was listed
Summarizing K-W-L Graphic
Organizers
TS1 78% 17% (5%
don’t know)
5 0 6
TS2 83% 17% 9 1 2
TS3 61% 39% 8 0 0
TSS1 87% 13% 7 0 0




TSS3 85% 15% 4 0 0






Note. Some students responded “yes” or “no” but did not list a strategy.
Positive responses included:
Graphic organizers and summarizing help me understand science better because it
gives me a visual picture of things.
Yes, summarizing: though it takes a while to do, it really does pay off when
finished.
Summarizing helped me the most because I learned how to find a general topic
and simplify information from there. I was able to re-write my notes in a more
efficient way for better understanding.
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Yes, in fact all of them helped me figure out what I was learning and what I
already knew about the subject.
Yes, summarizing, because if I remember one thing about a story I’ll remember
the whole thing.
The last piece of evidence from the Post Study Student Survey that indicated
students’ perception of benefits of content literacy strategies was a question about the
impact of the strategies on student confidence as a learner. The specific questions was,
"Has your knowledge and use of these strategies made you more confident in your
classes? Explain.” Again, the data listed in Table 10 indicates that most students
responded positively by noting that the strategies had given them more confidence as a
learner, with 65% overall responding positively.
Table 10








TS1 50% 28% 22%
TS2 72% 22% 6%
TS3 55% 45% 0%
TSS1 80% 20% 0%
TSS2 38% 56% 6%
TSS3 77% 23% 0%
Total 65% 30% 5%
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The two classes that were considerably lower than the others, TS3 and TSS2, were
also lower regarding the students’ perception that the strategies were helpful. These two
classes consistently did not view the benefits in the same manner as the other four classes.
This finding will be discussed further in analyzing research question two and in chapter
V. Student explanations for their positive confidence level were as follows:
Yes because now I can see something and help myself to understand it.
Yes because I understand everything better. It doesn’t make things so difficult and
confusing.
Now that I know how to summarize a page correctly, I can use it at home to study
for my subjects also.
Yes, because I was failing this Biology class and now I have an 80.
Yes it has. It makes me feel confident because I know I know these things.
Yes because now I can raise my hand and not be embarrassed about saying the
wrong thing.
Yes, I know I am collecting all the important information that I need when I study
and this makes me feel confident.
Research Question #2a
What are the obstacles or challenges teachers perceive regarding the use of
content literacy strategies?
Obstacles – Teachers.
The teacher support meetings, classroom observations, post study surveys, and
structured interviews all served as data sources for this question. Although obstacles
varied from teacher to teacher, patterns did emerge about the most common obstacles.
Time was the obstacle mentioned most frequently throughout all data sources -- time to
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learn the strategies themselves, time to plan how to integrate the strategies into lessons,
and time to implement the strategies in the classroom. Concern was voiced about time
spent on the strategies taking away from time to cover the curriculum. These concerns or
obstacles are well documented in the literature. The following comments about time were
common.
Time! It takes time to prepare these strategies for a lesson.
Time was the major obstacle.
Time for planning and implementing the strategies. We don’t make it through the
state-required material now. Time is the biggest obstacle.
It’s very time consuming and takes a while to teach students, as well as
monitoring progress.
Finding the time to prepare the material and work (it) into my syllabus.
Giving up the classroom time. Preparation time for the summarization activity can
be overwhelming.
But the summarization strategy takes a lot more time, and I feel like a lot of times
I’m pressed to cover so much content that you know, I don’t really want to spend
any more time than I have teaching them the strategy. Because I’m losing ground
on content.
A second major obstacle shared by teachers was the initial lack of student success
with the strategies, especially summarization; some teachers viewed this as student
resistance. Teaching the process of how to summarize a passage was new to most, if not
all, of the teachers. The comments in the first set of teacher meetings focused a great deal
on frustration on the teachers’ part with students’ inability to “get” or “do” the strategy as
indicated by the comments listed below. However, some of this frustration subsided after
teachers and students became more comfortable with the strategy.
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I’m having trouble getting them to answer in-depth questions, trouble getting
them to think. They don’t want to see the connections.
They just want to start crossing out before they read.
I did not have very good results with summarization. A lot of my students don’t
have the ability to read very well.
It’s (summarizing) a hard thing, hard for them to get.
They didn’t know what to keep and what to delete. I got a wide range of
summaries, everything from a half page to a whole page.
They think that summarization means taking a sentence and just reading and
mixing the words around. The don’t cut out any text…..
The reading is the part they don’t like. They will just take it right out of, you
know, they take this piece of a sentence and stick it with another one. Getting it in
their own words is a real challenge.
In the second set of teacher support meetings and on the Post Study Teacher
Survey, the teachers expressed their own lack of expertise with one of the strategies,
summarization, as an obstacle to overcome. They began to realize that as they became
more confident with the strategy, so did their students. Teacher confidence and expertise
with the strategy were critical to successful implementation. Evidence to support this
proposition is listed below. Although lack of confidence was considered an obstacle at
one point in the implementation stage, it was an obstacle that could be overcome as
evidenced by those teachers who persevered and mastered the strategy.
I found it awkward for me to do the think aloud. ….And they could kind of see
me, going okay, maybe this isn’t working here you know. …You know, we still
have to work on this even being adults. Because I told the room, you know, hey, I
might not be the best at this either.
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As I use the process more, and I become more comfortable with it, I think the
impact will go up because I’ll be more comfortable with it and can convey to them
what they need to do.
I think my students have seen my confidence with this process grow and as
they’ve seen me be a little bit more confident with it, they are becoming more
confident with it.
I mean that’s why they’re having trouble with it because I didn’t show them that
way first.
I think that most of these things that we are doing aren’t things that your normal
kid just picks up on the wayside. I think that our impact is pretty big and it’s true,
as we become more comfortable we’re going to instill that in our kids. But most
of our kids come in and they’ve heard the word summary, they’ve done a couple,
but they don’t really understand the process.
Summarization has been a struggle for me in learning how to teach it and in
having time to allow myself and the students to get comfortable with the process.
Lack of practice using the strategies myself (biggest obstacle).
Classroom observations confirmed frustrations with the summarization strategy
expressed by teachers and students regarding the “laborious process” they were following.
Some of that was due to interpretation of the strategy, which was modeled in the training,
and some of the frustration was due to the fact that the process needed to be modified to
become more effective. The “interpretation” observed in one class included a teacher
almost rewriting the passage to be summarized and then asking the students to write the
summary from the “rewritten” or multiple summary sentences from the passage. This
took an excessive amount of time and seemed unnecessary to write a good summary.
Once some minor changes were made to the process, i.e., adding a step where students
listed key word or phrases prior to writing the summary, the process was improved. This
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also accounts for some of the disparity between classes in Table 9 depicting the impact
the strategies had on student confidence as a learner.
Research Question #2b
What are the obstacles or challenges students perceive regarding the use of
content literacy strategies?
Obstacles – Students.
Obstacles and challenges from students’ perception were gleaned from three data
sources: classroom observations, the post study surveys, and the structured interviews. A
frequent comment from some students was that the summarization strategy in particular
was boring. The researcher saw evidence of this when two students were observed falling
asleep in class. This observation, however, took place before some adaptations were made
to the strategy in the TS 3 class. Although student participation was excellent in most
classes, there were some students who either appeared not to follow the strategy or who
put forth a minimal amount of effort.
Other obstacles from students’ perspectives ranged from concern over the
difficulty of learning the strategies to laziness. Many students expressed that they just did
not want to go to the effort required to follow the process or do as much work as the
summarization strategy required. Time was also a frequent concern or challenge
mentioned by students.  Examples of obstacles or challenges listed by the students are
listed below.
Summarizing was difficult for me because I used to write about everything in the
article, even the unnecessary things. So when they told us to cross out information
that wasn’t important it was hard for me.
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The strategies were difficult to learner (sic) because I think we are to (sic) old to
try to learn a new style of learning. It would probably work better on elementary
kids.
Summarizing: took a long time to do; sometimes difficult to decifer (sic) what
info is absolutely necessary; graphic organizers: fun! Not difficult for visual
learners.
Nothing really (difficult) – just time consuming.
Took too long.
Having to write too much and reword everything.
Had to read boring book (biology).
Too long and took up more time than just writing notes.
It was boring.
It’s a lot of work.
In summarizing you have to read the whole article and then pick main points and
some of them sometimes aren’t even right ideas that you pick.
I guess knowing when to use these strategies.
The directions of what I’m suppose to do.
Research Question #3a
What reasons do teachers give for planning to continue or discontinue the use of
content literacy strategies?
Continue or Discontinue – Teachers.
Post study surveys and structured interviews served as the data sources to answer
this question. Overall, the majority of teachers and students indicated they plan to
continue using content literacy strategies in the future. Three questions on the Post Study
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Teacher Survey were used to analyze this research question. The first was question
number three on the survey, “Will the knowledge and use of these strategies change the
way you teach?” Seventy-five percent of the teachers responded “Yes” to this question,
19% responded “no,” and 13% responded “somewhat.” Sample comments included the
following:
Yes, these are now part of my teaching “bag of tricks.” I will be able to apply
these strategies when timing and content allows.
Probably not.
Yes, it increases the variety in which I can present the material.
They (strategies) will be another tool to use, but they will probably not drastically
effect my overall teaching methods.
The second question on the Post Study Teacher Survey to assess reasons why
teachers may continue or discontinue to use content literacy strategies was question
number five, “Was the effort you put into integrating the strategies into your teaching
worth the effects of the strategies on students’ learning? Why or why not?” Eighty-eight
percent of the teachers responded “Yes” to this question. Sample comments made for
why or why not were as follows:
Yes, anything new I can use that increases student learning and interest is worth
the time.
Yes I have seen greater understanding in my students, and my students have
become more involved in the lessons.
Yes, some students’ grades raised due to these strategies.
Yes, because I had several students tell me that it helps them understand the
information better.
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Yes, all of the strategies help to improve student knowledge. All of these
strategies help with class motivation. Having a variety of “tools” helps keep
students involved in learning.
No. It took place too late in the year. Students need time to practice and develop
these skills in order to experience the benefits.
I could not really tell.
The third question on the Post Study Teacher Survey that assessed teachers’
continuing or discontinuing the use of the content literacy strategies was question number
six on the survey, “Which of the strategies will you continue to use after the study has
ended?” Summarization was the strategy mentioned most frequently, a total of 14 out of
16 possible times. Graphic organizers were listed 11 times, K-W-L was listed 10 times,
and anticipation guides were listed six times. Reasons the teachers gave for continuing
the use of these strategies are listed below:
Beneficial to students.
Summarization – I realized it is what I have always used to teach and understand
myself. I feel it will really help the kids if they would use it too.
These help students organize-sequence information and find relationships.
Summarization strategy because it helps me check for comprehension or
understanding.
K-W-L and graphic organizers – students liked using them, test scores improved
after using them.
Research Questions #3b
What reasons do students give for planning to continue or discontinue the use of
content literacy strategies?
Continue or Discontinue – Students.
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Two questions on the Post Study Student Survey addressed the issue of continuing
or discontinuing the use of content literacy strategies in the future. Question six asked,
“Are you using the strategies in other classes? Which ones and why?” Question seven
asked, “Which strategies will you continue to use this year and in future years?” Although
social studies and science were the classes mentioned most frequently as the classes
where the students use the strategies, English was also mentioned often and some
electives (debate, speech, and reading). Again, the responses to these questions were first
analyzed individual class by individual class and then were added together to provide a
percentage representing all the students in the study. The results are listed in Table 11.
Table 11
Student Strategy Usage in Classes Other than Social Studies or Science
Teacher-Class Yes No No response
TS1 67% 28% 5%
TS2 61% 33% 6%
TS3 28% 72% 0%
TSS1 77% 38% 0%
TSS2 31% 63% 6%
TSS3 31% 69% 0%
Total 47% 50% 3%
 
Classes varied greatly, with the majority of students in three of the individual
classes using the strategies in other classes. The majority of student in the remaining three
individual classes were not using the strategies in other classes. However, when all the
students were added together, a little less than half (47%) of the students who completed
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the post study survey used the strategies learned in the identified class to assist their study
in other classes. Sample comments regarding use of the strategies in other classes were as
follows:
I’m using them in English and in debate to help me capture the idea of the
readings we discuss.
Yes, English and most of my electives. After using this strategy my grade raised
from a C in English to a 100 average.
No because I’m lazy, but if the teachers asked me to do it I would.
“Takes too long and can’t always apply.”
I am using this strategy in my English class because English involves
comprehension and reading. So summarizing the passage makes it easier for me to
understand.
No I do not use the strategy in my other classes but I am sure there are some
classes where the strategy will be beneficial.
Not really.
In response to the question regarding which strategies the students will continue to
use this year and in future years, most students responded that they would indeed use the
strategies in the future. Table 12 (p. 100) shows the percent of students who will use them
in the future as well as the strategies listed most frequently as the ones they would use
again. However, there were some students who expressed they would not use the
strategies in the future, and comments from both perspectives are included below.
Table 12
Student Strategy Usage in the Future
Teacher-Class % Use Strategy
in Future




TS1 89% 4 0 2
TS2 89% 12 2 7
TS3 67% 11 0 0
TSS1 93% 10 5 5
TSS2 50% 8 0 2
TSS3 85% 10 0 3
Total 77% 55 7 19
Although summarization was the strategy students struggled with the most, it was
also the strategy they found most beneficial and the one they will use the most in the
future. Most of the comments on the post study survey and in the structured interviews
were about summarization.  This was probably due to the fact that teachers in the study
were required to implement summarization; therefore, more time was spent on learning
that strategy. This indicates that students may prefer strategies that they spend significant
time using. Typical comments included the following:
The graphics and the summaries because they help me to learn and remember the
information better.
Summarizing – I have become better at it this year, and it has really helped me to
better understand the article.
Summarizing because it helps me remember.
Summarization, the unimportant info is left out so it does not distract me.
Summarization and graphic organizers, because it will help me understand what
I’m reading and it will also help me in my writing.
100
None, I’m doing good and my grade was not reflected upon using these strategies.
No – I use my own strategies, these three didn’t prove to be helpful enough for me
to change my current studying strategies.
Absolutly (sic) none of them It (sic) is all luticrous (sic).
Research Question #4a
What support or experience is needed for teachers to continue to use content
literacy strategies?
Support – Teachers.
There was consensus that a support system is needed for implementing and
sustaining the use of content literacy strategies. Teacher support meetings, Post Study
Student and Teacher Surveys, and student and teacher structured interviews were used to
collect information regarding support students and teachers need to continue using
content literacy strategies. During the second round of teacher support meetings, a
specific question was asked regarding what support was needed. Although administrative
or supervisory support was considered important, the main support deemed most helpful
was collegial support – teachers helping teachers as evidenced through the following
statements:
Getting to go into classes with other people. I would like to go and visit another
teacher’s classroom and see how they do it. To keep teachers feeling like they’re
not out there fighting the battle by themselves.
I think it is extremely useful to dialogue in this room (teacher support meeting).
Well, I think being able to sit down with other teachers that are using it and
discuss, well, this is happening with my kids.
101
Observation of other teachers using the strategies.
Round table discussion of success and any adaptation made.
Reflection with other colleagues that went through the training to discuss-process
how they are doing.
Teacher to teacher suggestions through trial-error.
Administrative or supervisory support was also viewed as important. It appeared
to be important that the administrator valued the use of the strategies. Conducting the
training on school time and getting substitutes for the teachers in the study also was
mentioned by teachers as important.
It was real helpful having a dialogue with you (principal) after you had come in
and observed it. ….Having someone observe you….not in a threatening type
situation was pretty helpful.
He (colleague) has given me some really good ideas, as well as the ideas that you
(principal) have given me. I think having time to just sit down and discuss it.
Training and material preparation were also mentioned by several teachers as
support they needed. They realized the importance of staff development and expressed a
desire to receive additional training. The issue surrounding “materials” support was one
of time. Time to prepare the materials or activities was viewed as an obstacle mentioned
earlier. The teachers felt if some of the materials and lessons were provided to them, it
would save time and would be helpful.
I would really like to see that again (training). It would not bother me in the least
to go through that again.
I could use personally some more knowledge about how to take it to the next
level.
More inservice on the strategies to reinforce them.
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Additional, or follow-up training.
Inservice review – working with other teachers.
Pre-prepared documents I can use in class to help teach these strategies.
I think one thing that would help is have some type of base material that as we go
through this, instead of me having to reinvent the wheel, have that (materials)
available so I can either use it or modify it to suit what I want to do.
Teachers expressed that observing students succeed was a very powerful
motivator for them to continue using content literary strategies. In response to the
question, “What support or success is needed for continual use of content literacy
strategies?” teachers commented as follows:
I’ll know for sure on Thursday when they take the test.
Kids understanding it a little better.
For me it’s pretty simple, either they’re performing better, or they’re performing
the same, or they’re not performing as well as they were before.
Research Question #4b
What support or experiences are needed for students to continue to use content
literacy strategies?
Support – Students.
As mentioned earlier, 77% of the students indicated on the Post Study Student
Survey that they would use content literacy strategies in the future. The support they
found most useful in learning the strategies was teacher support. They reported what
teachers “said or did” was most helpful. Almost all of the responses given dealt with
teacher modeling of some kind. Some students also mentioned the posters and bookmarks
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given to teachers during training to use in their classrooms. A sample of responses is
listed below:
Read passages with us – explained everything.
She’s gone over it with us and helped us through the steps.
Helped us learn how to pick out the important information.
Showed examples and explained.
They explain why these strategies are used, how they help us.
We went over deleting unimportant information and broke it down into simple
parts over and over again.
Given us bookmarks.
He put his examples on the overhead.
Practice so we could get the hang of it.
In addition to teacher modeling emerging from the structured student interviews
as support needed for students to continue their usage of the content literacy strategies,
teacher encouragement was mentioned frequently. The students also revealed that
although they had been required to write summaries in the past, most of them had not
been taught a process to accomplish this. Statements supporting these findings are listed
below:
I: When teachers have asked you to write a summary in the past, have they shown
you how?
S: No. This is like the first time I was shown.
I: So basically before this, they said write a summary and you’d just write it.
S: Yeah, I just (wrote it).
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I: Okay, but not a real process?
S: No, no one really used the process.
I: In your opinion what would motivate students to use these strategies?
S: Learning them, people teaching them and everything. And really getting
involved with them. Plus like before I guess, people would just like spend like
let’s say 30 minutes teaching them or whatever. They don’t really care. Mr. M.
like, he took like three class periods teaching us how to do it and everything and
going into detail with it. That really helped out a lot.”
I: Why do you think there are some students that get all the way to college and
still don’t know how to use these strategies?
S: They probably ignored them or something. Or they weren’t taught how to do
them or the teachers didn’t really care. They didn’t take the time to teach them to
the students I guess.
Summary
The majority of the participants, students and teachers, indicated through multiple
data sources that content literacy strategies were beneficial in helping students learn. The
benefits for teachers included increasing student learning and understanding of content,
increasing instructional strategy repertoire, increasing student engagement, and equipping
students with strategies they can use in other classes and in the future. Benefits students
noted were increasing learning and understanding of content and acquiring strategies that
could be used in the future.
Time was a major obstacle for students and teachers. Students felt the strategies
“took too long to do” and teachers felt that in addition to taking class time, the strategies
took a great deal of time to prepare and prevented them from covering the required
curriculum. Lack of student success or student resistance was also viewed as an obstacle
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by teachers. Additionally, lack of teacher confidence played a role as an obstacle for
students and teachers.
Despite these obstacles, the majority of the participants plan to continue using
content literacy strategies, with the major reason given by both students and teachers as
improved student learning and understanding of content.  The support needed for teachers
included training, collegial, and administrative support. Students noted teacher modeling
as important to them learning the strategies and practice with the strategies as critical to




This study investigated the benefits and obstacles of content literacy strategy
instruction from students’ and teachers’ perspectives to determine the complexities of
implementing and sustaining content literacy strategy instruction in secondary social
studies and science classrooms. The importance of content literacy strategy instruction
has been recognized by reading researchers since the 1900s (Alvermann & Swafford,
1989; Bean, 1981; Bond, 1941; Gray, 1925; Herber, 1970; Huey, 1908-1968;
McCallister, 1932). In 1994, a quarter of our nation’s high school seniors and
approximately a third of our eighth graders failed to reach the basic level on the reading
assessment portion of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
(Williams et al., 1995). Simpson (1984) found freshmen college students lack reading and
study skills. Thus the importance of teaching content literacy strategies and evidence that
a need exists with students has been established. So why are many students lacking the
skills that can help them experience success with difficult reading material? This study
sought to search for the key to this conundrum. Teacher resistance to systematically
teaching the content literacy strategies is well documented in the literature as one possible
reason content literacy strategies are not being taught (Fox, 1993; Hollingsworth & Teal,
1991). Additional reasons were identified in the study. This chapter will analyze the
findings and document the patterns that emerged through multiple data sources.
107
General Observations
The majority of students and teachers were positive about the content literacy
strategies and indicated they would continue using them in the future. A high percentage
of both teachers (100%) and students (71%) noted on the post study surveys and in
structured interviews that the strategies improved students’ understanding and learning in
social studies and science. Most of the obstacles that emerged from the data have been
identified in the literature review. However, one possible obstacle emerged that was not
documented in the literature review, and that was teacher confidence and its impact on
successful implementation of content literacy strategies.
Due to multiple data sources and the ongoing analysis of qualitative research
design, the researcher was able to observe “the journey” teachers took in learning how to
implement the strategies. Some were more successful on their journey than others. Some
persevered on the journey when roadblocks presented themselves. Others decided to stop
when confronted with roadblocks. Although there was a great deal of consensus among
teachers and students regarding benefits, obstacles, and support needed to sustain
continuance of the strategies, the researcher also observed individual differences that
were powerful variables in determining the success of the implementation and whether
the individual will continue or discontinue using the strategies. Confidence as a learner
(teacher or student), belief system about one’s responsibility as a facilitator of learning or
a learner, expertise and understanding of the goals of the strategies, and work ethic all




What benefits do teachers perceive regarding the use of content literacy
strategies?
Benefits – Teachers.
Teachers’ perceptions of the benefits of content literacy strategy instruction fell
into one major category and three minor categories. The major category was increased
student learning and understanding of content. This was, by far, the most powerful benefit
of using content literacy strategies. This, of course, is not a surprise since the rationale for
using content literacy strategies is to increase student learning. This finding, however, is
congruent with previous research regarding the positive impact content literacy strategies
can have on comprehension and learning (Bulgren & Scanlon, 1998; Dole et al., 1991;
Foos, 1995; Frager, 1993; Monroe, 1997). Teachers expressed the belief that they would
commit to learning any new strategy if it helped their students. The minor categories of
benefits for using content literacy strategies were increased teacher instructional
repertoire, improved learner independence, and increased student engagement.
Regarding student learning, as indicated previously, 100% of the teachers
responded that the strategies did improve students’ understanding and learning of the
content. Additionally, 88% of the teachers indicated that the effort put into integrating the
strategies into their teaching was worth the effects of the strategies on students’ learning.
This “increased student learning” was expressed in various ways: students understanding
the content better, making more interdisciplinary connections, making better grades,
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performing higher level thinking, etc. Teachers articulated that the strategies made
students “think.” This supports the notion that metacognition occurs when using these
strategies. Teachers expressed that students were forced to think and “stretch” themselves
when they had to write a summary from key words or phrases. This is consistent with the
research on summarization as a strategy that requires students to use metacognitive
thinking by making sure they understand the main points of the text, eliminate the
information that is not critical to that understanding, and condense information in their
own words (Brown et al., 1981; Brown et al., 1983). Data to support this finding is noted
in the following teacher responses:
I: What do you think, what’s the purpose for content literacy strategies in the first
place? Why are we bothering?
T: I think it helps the kids get a better grasp, whether you’re talking about the
summarization or the graphic organizers. The kids have to actually think about it,
process it. So they’re not just having to look through their book and regurgitate
the answers. They have to, they actually have to put thought into the material.
One of the Post Study Teacher Survey questions asked, “Did the strategies
increase student learning and-or understanding of the concepts-information?” Teachers
responses included the following:
Yes, because they had to think about the concept more. I feel that they had to
analyze in the information more than when they answer questions.
Yes, the summarization strategy increased student comprehension of complex
concepts. The summaries that were written truly indicate student understanding
and learning.
Yes, it aided their ability to see relationships, especially cause and effect.
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An example of a teacher who felt that the summarization assisted students in making
interdisciplinary content connections is depicted in the following excerpt from a teacher
structured interview.
T: I think a lot of time kids get so caught up and they get chunks of information,
but there’s no real connection between them.  And if they’re having to summarize,
whether it’s in English or history or science or whatever….those chunks
sometimes have…natural connections. If they really understand the information
from history might tie over to science and that summarization may hold the key to
those connections …..if that makes sense.
I: So you think the summarizing helps them to really understand?
T: Uh-huh. I think the summarization really helps them to understand. And for a
little quick example….the rocketry project. In history they used, they retraced the
history of rockets starting with Sputnik. And then in my class we built rockets,
launched rockets, and got data for them to use for their rocket. And then in their
introduction they had to use some of their knowledge from history because they
had to use some history behind rocketry in their introduction to the lab
report……So they got to transfer over that information and then in math, they
utilized that data from science and they used the Pythagorean theorem…..So I
think that summarization just really checks for if they know if they’ve learned
information, if they comprehended. And then it can transfer over into other
classrooms.
Student performance on tests also was viewed as important and a benefit. Some
teachers expressed that helping students perform better on summative assessments was
the “bottom line” for them. Teachers noted slow progress in this area initially but saw
great improvement after students became more comfortable and proficient with the
strategies, especially summarization. The following excerpt from a teacher interview
indicates that process:
T: ….the first test they took after we started summarization was not very good.
The last test they took was summarization and essay writing and their grades were
night and day.
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I: What do you think was the difference between the first and the second?
T: The first (time) (they) did not understand how to put things in to their own
words, and portray the major thoughts…..(second time) reading a passage, we
talked about it, did the visual map….figured out the main ideas…..and when I’m
saying grades were improved….they just really blew me off the face of the map.
Yes, some students grades raised due to these strategies.
The teachers’ assertions are consistent with the review of the literature. Franklin et
al. (1992) found content area reading strategies to yield positive student learning results.
Applegate et al. (1994) conducted two case studies with college students using content
literacy strategies and found student academic success improved after students learned to
use the strategies. Indeed, student learning is the major benefit of using content literacy
strategies, and the teachers in the study confirmed this repeatedly.
An additional benefit that teachers expressed was that of increasing their
instructional repertoire. Many referred to the strategies as adding to their “tool kit” or
“bag or tricks” to help them in teaching students to understand the content. Seventy-five
percent of the teachers responded that the knowledge and use of the strategies will change
the way they teach. Teachers seemed to understand that multiple strategies are needed to
empower all students to become independent learners. The comments listed below were
common throughout the study.
I’ll be more flexible – with the understanding that these strategies can work.
These strategies allow for more “tools” in my teaching bag. Knowing how to use
these strategies can impact the students with motivation, learning, comprehension.
I will definitely utilize these strategies in my classroom.
Another weapon in my arsenal now.
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Yes, all of the strategies help to improve student knowledge. All of these
strategies help with class motivation. Having a variety of “tools” helps keep
students involved in learning.
The teachers also realized as they used the strategies that there were multiple
purposes for them. For example, the strategies not only assisted student understanding but
also served as an assessment tool for the teachers. Through the teachers’ reflection, the
teachers began to view the strategies as both teaching strategies as well as learning
strategies. This was experienced with more than one strategy. Examples of this
understanding on teachers’ part are given below:
It’s a great assessment tool. So it was a good assessment tool for me, but it was
also a good one for them.
I: Why do you use that as an assessment tool?
T: Just to see if they picked up the information and see if they got the relationship
that I was trying to get across to them. …You can really see if they understood
what you were talking about…..We were Summarizing an article over sports,
athletic competitions and how they involve the different concepts of physics we
were studying at the time….And they could relate all those to like runners,
swimmers, and power lifters. That’s a good way to see if they understand.
Teachers also noted that student engagement in class was higher using these
strategies. The strategies required students to become more active, and passive
participation was more difficult. When teachers required students to use content literacy
strategies, they found that students had to become involved. The following statements are
examples of teachers’ perceptions of increased student engagement:
Yes, all of the strategies help to improve student knowledge. All of these
strategies help with class motivation. Having a variety of “tools” helps keep
students involved in learning.
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I guess my most positive experience or benefit would have to be, it’s really very
simple, and that’s the fact that I’m getting a lot more on-task activity with the
kids. Whereas before things like lecture, a lot of them were daydreaming, looking
around, not taking the notes, no matter which strategy I’ve used. So I don’t have
nearly as many kids just out there daydreaming and not actively trying to use the
strategy.
Preparing students to be independent learners in the future was a benefit that
teachers expressed in the classroom as they were teaching the strategies to the students
and in teacher support meetings. They understood that if students mastered these
strategies, they would be using them in a variety of settings, including other content
classes, college, help on tests such as TAAS, etc. The teachers also noted that if some of
the strategies were taught at the beginning of the school year, then students could
demonstrate independence with the strategies throughout the year. There was concern
expressed over teaching them to summarize, for example, during the middle of the second
semester. Examples of how teachers verbalized the benefit students would receive in the
future from learning the strategies are cited below:
I told them it would help them on TAAS.
They’re going to be using it in college, they’re gonna use it in life. When they go
out into the business world, they are going to have to be able to take information,
separate it into important and the unimportant. So it’s a tool they can use no
matter what they do, whether they go to college or any type of job.
Research Question #1b




Students also viewed increased learning and understanding of content as the
greatest benefit of the content literacy strategies. Seventy-one percent of students on the
Post Study Student Survey reported that the strategies were helpful in learning and
understanding content.  Sixty-five percent of the students indicated that the strategies
made them more confident. Eighty-three percent of the 12 students who participated in
the structured student interviews felt that the strategies helped them learn.  Learner
independence was communicated by students using the strategies in other classes and
noting that they would use them in the future. Findings ranged from 28% to 67% of
students per class in the study using the strategies in other classes, with an average of
47% of the students using the strategies in other classes. The classes with the lowest
percent of students using the strategies in other classes were the same classes that ranked
low on other positive benefits of content literacy strategies.  Seventy-seven percent of the
students on the Post Study Student Survey and 83% in the structured student interviews
indicated they would use these strategies in the future. They commented on the positive
impact of the strategies on their grades and in general exhibited positive attitudes toward
the strategies. Students voiced their perception of benefits of content literacy strategies in
the following manner:
I: In addition to helping your teacher know something about what you already
know, how does it help you as a learner to go through K-W-L?
S: Cause it kind of makes me curious to learn more. Like sometimes (the) teacher
tells us that you know stuff. So, it makes me curious to learn more.
Well instead of having a very intimidating large piece of paper that has a lot of
information on it, some rather confusing text, we broke it down individually step
by step into smaller sentences to where it was easier to comprehend.
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It helped me a lot in science because it made it a lot easier, as we could write the
explanation in our own words, so we would understand it better. It helped in
studying for the tests, as it was in a condensed form, so I didn’t had (sic) to read
numerous pages of the textbook.
Summarizing helped me the most because I learned how to find a general topic
and simplify information from there. I was able to re-write my notes in a more
efficient way for the chapter for better understanding.
Yes, in fact all of them (strategies) helped me figure out what I was learning and
what I already knew about the subject.
K-W-L and summarizing because they are great for beginning and finishing
lessons.
Summarizing – I can keep things in my head more easier and for long period time
if I use this skills.
I feel I have learned things and not just memorized them for a test.
Yes, because I was failing this biology class and now I have an 80.
Summary
Both students and teachers indicated through multiple data sources the benefits of
content literacy strategies. Teachers viewed increased student learning and understanding
as the biggest benefit, which was noted as everything from better grades to increased
knowledge to deeper understanding about concepts being taught. Additionally, they
realized the benefit of increasing their instructional repertoire with strategies that keep
learners engaged and teach them processes that will assist in other classes and in the
future. Students also perceived increased learning and understanding as the main benefit
of learning the strategies. The strategies made many of them more confident as a learner
and provided them with strategies that can assist them when they encounter difficult text.
Prior to the study, results from the Pre Study Student Survey and structured student
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interviews indicated that few learning strategies were understood or used by the students.
The most common response when asked what they would do when encountering difficult
text was “reread.” Therefore, learning content literacy strategies will equip them with new
tools and help them become a more confident and independent learner. This finding is
supported in the literature review where it was noted that developing a repertoire of
content reading strategies can result in a reader becoming an independent learner
(Musthafa, 1996; Quiocho, 1997; Salembier, 1999).
Research Question #2a
What obstacles or challenges do teachers perceive regarding the use of content
literacy strategies?
Obstacles – Teachers.
The main teacher obstacle was time, which included time to learn the strategies,
time to prepare lessons and materials, and time devoted to implementation of the
strategies that interfered with “covering the curriculum.” This finding supports prior
research findings regarding time as an obstacle as viewed by teachers (O’Brien &
Stewart, 1992; Vacca & Vacca, 1993). The notion that content literacy strategies take too
much time and prevent teachers from “covering” the content has been well documented
previously (Bean, 1997; McAloon, 1994) The concern with “covering the curriculum” is
embedded with the long-standing need of some teachers to “control and tell,” therefore
controlling the amount of curriculum covered. Three data sources confirmed this finding
of time as an obstacle: teacher support meetings, Post Study Teacher Surveys, and
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structured teacher interviews. Time as an obstacle was a recurring theme throughout the
study, and the following comments were common:
Time, having to modify what is planned to add some things.
I need a lot of preparation time – a lot more than I thought.
But the summarization strategy takes a lot more time and I feel like a lot of times
I’m pressed to cover so much content that you know, I don’t really want to spend
any more time than I have to teaching them the strategy.
Time is the biggest obstacle.
It’s very time consuming and takes a while to teach students, as well as
monitoring progress.
Lack of student success early in the process was an obstacle for some teachers.
The first set of teacher support meetings focused a great deal on what the students could
not do. The students’ struggle with learning the strategies, particularly summarization,
was viewed with considerable frustration by some. They almost seemed surprised by their
students weak skills in this area. Obviously, summarization was a skill they expected
students to have better understanding of than they demonstrated. This validates the need
for direct instruction; most students do not just “acquire” skills. Examples of their initial
frustration are noted in the following statements:
They just want to start crossing out before they read.
I did not have very good results with summarization. A lot of my students don’t
have the ability to read very well.
They think that summarization means taking a sentence and just reading and
mixing the words around. The don’t cut out any text. . . .
Resistance by students to summarizing.
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Frustration of students in trying something new. Reluctance to put the time in to
do it correctly, wanting to take it straight from the book and call it their summary.
Teacher confidence was also an obstacle. About mid-way through the study,
teachers began to shift the focus from what the students could not do or understand to
their own lack of understanding. Bean (1997) maintains that many teachers have not been
trained in how to teach content area literacy strategies. The teacher training for the study
was 6 hours. This may have been insufficient to give them the confidence they needed.
Lack of confidence with some teachers seemed to prevent them from trying the strategies
as exemplified through this excerpt from a teacher interview:
I: I’m hearing you say this kind of disrupted your routine.
T: A little bit. And you know, at the front end I really wasn’t sure what I was
supposed to do. I taught the summarization from the steps of summarizing what
you read. And then we met and people talked about using anticipation guides and
K-W-L. I thought, “I haven’t done any of that. Was I supposed to do all of that?”
Then I kind of got the idea that I wasn’t doing the right thing. Then Sheila
(principal) was going to come in. What am I going to show her? What is she going
to see? What am I doing right? What am I doing wrong? I kind of felt like okay,
you’re a history teacher, but somewhere you’ve got to be an English teacher. You
know, so teach history, and teach English and then we’re going to come see if
you’re teaching English right.
This teacher ultimately shared with the researcher during a conference after an
observation that he had not really implemented or used any of the strategies except
summarization, and he had not used that one as instructed in the training. His comments
indicated a struggle with “being a history teacher or an English teacher.” This notion that
teaching these skills are an English teacher’s responsibility supports Umans’ (1963)
contention that, “Somehow, the feeling persists that reading is always taught ‘elsewhere’
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and ‘at another time.’ ” (p. 7). Bintz (1997) noted that many secondary teachers view
themselves as teachers of content and that reading is the English or language arts
teachers’ job.
The student findings from this teacher’s class stand out from the rest of the
teachers on most indicators. For example, his students represented the lowest percentage
of students who felt that the strategies had helped them learn and understand the content,
38%, as compared to a mean percent of all students of 71%. The strategies impacted
fewer of his students’ confidence, again 38%, as compared to a mean percent of 65%.
Additionally, fewer students in his class, 50% as compared to a mean percent of 77%,
plan to use any of the strategies in the future. In the structured student interviews, 2 out of
the 12 students interviewed indicated they would not use the strategies in the future, and
one was from this teacher’s class.
Although teacher confidence played a role in this teacher’s performance and
attitudes, an additional factor emerged in the structured teacher interview. Daisey and
Shroyer (1993) interviewed 40 university instructors who teach content reading to
preservice secondary teachers to determine why some preservice teachers have negative
attitudes toward a content area reading course. One of the findings from the study was
that some teachers are not readers and writers themselves, and therefore resist using the
content area reading strategies. This may be the case with this teacher as indicated by the
following excerpt from the teacher interview:
I: Why are we doing this in the first place? What do you think the purpose for
these content letters and strategies are?
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T: As far as the main purpose to help students to get to a point to where they can
read and understand what they are reading better. First of all you have to get kids
to where they want to read. That's probably the biggest obstacle. I’m probably the
worst example because I hate to read. I’m a visual learner and it’s too slow for me.
Unless it’s something I’m really interested in, I don’t enjoy doing it. I didn’t enjoy
it in college and I had to read way too much as far as what I was wanting to do.
I: Let me ask you just as someone who doesn’t really like to read, do you think
these things (strategies) make it easier to read?
T: Well, I don’t know. Because I’m at a point now to where I can do these things
just having to do them in college, so from a standpoint of not being able to do
versus being able to do it, I don’t know. It might, but from my standing, from
where I’m looking at reading, it’s, I already do a lot of things that we’re trying to
teach. So, I still don’t like to read. So I don’t know that would change a whole lot,
for someone who hates to read because it’s difficult for them. I don’t like reading
because it’s just, a lot of times, too slow.
There were other examples of teacher confidence affecting implementation of the
strategies. The teachers themselves diagnosed this as possibly having a direct negative
impact on students’ understanding. One teacher, who became confident in the latter half
of the study, was initially so intimated by the whole process that she barely spoke at the
first teacher support meeting. She took the initiative, however, to pursue resources to
assist her – other teachers and the researcher – that resulted in her confidence growing,
and eventually she became quite confident and effective with the summarization strategy
as evidenced by her students’ comments and the classroom observation. Below are
excerpts from multiple data sources that articulate her learning journey with the
summarization strategy:
They didn’t know what to keep and what to delete. I got a wide range of
summaries – everything from a half a page to a whole page.
Well, I think being able to sit down with other teachers that are using it and
discuss, well, this is happening with my kids (is helpful). He (colleague) has given
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me some really good ideas, as well as the ideas that you (principal) have given me.
I think having time to just sit down and discuss it (helps).
I think my students have seen my confidence with this process grow, and as
they’ve seen me be a little bit more confident with it, they are becoming more
confident with it.
T: The summarization got better every time we did it.
I: Let’s talk about that.
T: The first time was rough. The kids, after they deleted the information, went
back and rewrote exactly what was left on the paper. So they were all the same.
I: So it was right out of the text?
T: Right out of the text. I got more comfortable with it, and they got more
comfortable with it. And probably, oh let’s say the third or fourth time we did it,
they actually were processing and going, oh, this is a better way to say that. We’re
getting it, but we’re saying it in a more concise way.
I think people are hesitant because, you know, they’ll be just like I was. I was kind
of intimidated at first. Like this is new to me, but now I see the benefits.
Due to the fact that the summarization strategy was new to many of the teachers,
they expressed more concern or lack of confidence about that strategy. Also, it was the
one strategy that we asked everyone to implement. They were unsure of themselves, and
the process as exemplified by these comments:
Summarization has been a struggle for me in learning how to teach it and in
having time to allow myself and the students to get comfortable with the process.
Lack of experience on my part. (response to biggest obstacle).
I’m learning some of this as well as them.
My biggest problem, again is with the summary; it is the hardest one. As a teacher
I think I probably have not explained to them as well (as I should) how to pick out
main ideas and what is detail, what the fluff is in there first off. I’m having a lot of
problem  with that.
I’m still not very good at the summarization strategy. And it’s going to take
practice for me. . .
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Some teachers are more comfortable struggling in front of students when they lack
confidence with a new strategy, and others do not want to be seen as not knowing how to
do it well the first time. This has huge implications on whether a teacher will not only try
a new strategy, but will persevere with it until the confidence grows. Commitment to the
process of implementation and belief in the benefit of the strategies contribute to the
complicated construct referred to as “teacher confidence.” There was not an apparent
correlation between the number of years experience a teacher had and his or her
willingness to appear “not to know it all” in front of students.
I: Did your own comfort level with the strategies, like understanding the steps and
purposes, affect your desire to use them?
T: Definitely. Because the first time that I did this or the first time I tried the
summarization strategy, I was kind of following the steps just with the kids. And
it kind of makes you a little nervous. When you’re not an expert, you know,
you’re supposed to be an expert. If you’re not an expert at that, it kind of makes
you a little apprehensive about trying something new in the classroom. But I think
the more that you work with it, I think the easier, it just becomes second hand and
you can do it a lot more readily. And so I think, I definitely think that teachers in
general are not willing to try new things because they kind of get stuck with their
old standbys. And so it’s utterly scary to try something new probably.
I: Do you think confidence in your ability as a teacher plays a role in being able to
do things like this?
T: I think so.
I: When you were doing it, did you feel like it was part of your instruction or
separate?
T: In the beginning, I though it was separate. Because I was, I really had to, I was
really trying to get it implemented. But then after we got more comfortable with it,
it just kind of seemed to fall right into the lessons we were having to do.
I: Do you think that your confidence as a teacher affected your ability to
implement these strategies?
T: Yeah, I think so. I really do. Because if you don’t feel comfortable with trying
something new or falling flat on your face, which you really could do….I mean
everybody could go “Ew,” and you could just wipe out like 25 people in class who
can’t summarize worth beans. Like what am I going to do? So, it’s like, I mean
you have to, you do have to have some sort of confidence…..
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Research Question #2b.
What obstacles or challenges do students perceive regarding the use of content
literacy strategies?
Obstacles – Students.
Students expressed some of the same concerns with time that teachers did; they
felt the strategies took too long in class. Students also articulated that “difficulty with the
strategy” was an obstacle. Many students had difficulty learning to differentiate between
important and supporting or elaborating ideas in a passage, a skill that is critical to
summarizing. Some felt the strategies were just too hard or the gain too minimal, and
then a few students admitted they were just too lazy to learn the strategies. This finding is
supported by Garner et al. (1984) where they describe students who do not exhibit
strategic reading behaviors as possessing an “unwillingness to use strategies.” Obviously,
commitment to becoming an independent learner plays a key role in acquiring strong
content literacy strategy skills.
The only difficult part was using all the steps and going through the process. I’m
used to skimming through it but with the strategy you can’t.
It’s a lot of work.
It was time consuming, and I know for me I like to get things done fast.
Teacher effectiveness had an impact on students’ perceptions of the strategies.
More negative responses were found in the two classes where the teachers struggled with
implementing the strategies. In class TS3 mentioned in Chapter IV, the teacher initially
introduced the summarization as a rather “laborious” process; he followed the procedures,
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but the modeling was too long. He diagnosed the problem himself in the post conference
member check. Class TSS2 involved the teacher who did not follow the process as it was
presented in the training. This teacher basically did what was discussed in the training as
a problem with summarization – teachers asking students to summarize without teaching
them how. Clearly, if content literacy strategies are going to be sustained in the
classroom, it is important for teachers to work with the strategies long enough to develop
skills to assist students in understanding when and how to use them. The literature review
found that in order for students to internalize content literacy strategies, they must receive
systematic, direct instruction (Durkin, 1978; Simpson, 1984). Both of these teachers have
a high desire for their students to succeed with the strategies, but it takes time to develop
the confidence and expertise to successfully facilitate the strategies.
The review of the literature found that researchers contend that most students are
exposed to some kind of study skill or content literacy instruction during their 12 years of
schooling, but it is either not sophisticated or systematic enough for the strategies to be
internalized by the students (Durkin, 1978; Simpson, 1984). The content literacy strategy
or study learning strategy instruction needed must include a deep understanding of the
research behind the pedagogy by the teachers, a desire for students to become
independent learners, and a great deal of modeling and guiding activities. This concept
validates the findings of this study regarding student responses to benefits and future use
of the strategies with two of the classes, TS3 and TSS2.
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Summary
Time was perceived by both students and teachers as an obstacle. However, with
teachers there were multiple dimensions with the concern over time. Student resistance or
lack of student success was also an obstacle. For some teachers, this improved as they
became more confident with presenting and facilitating the strategies. Teacher confidence
and teacher effectiveness were also obstacles at times during the study and could be long
term obstacles if improvement in either area was not achieved.
Research Question #3a
What reasons do teachers give for planning to continue or discontinue the use of
content literacy strategies?
Continue or Discontinue – Teachers.
 Clearly, most of the participants believe they will continue using the content
literacy strategies learned in the study. Eighty-eight percent of the teachers felt the effort
they put into integrating the strategies into their teaching was worth the impact of the
strategies on students’ learning. Seventy-five percent of the teachers indicated that the
knowledge and use of the strategies will change the way they teach.
Practice and perseverance were mentioned frequently by teachers as critical to the
participants continuing to use the strategies. They acknowledged that to become
proficient using the strategies took practice; it just did not occur the first time they tried to
use them. Acquiring new skills or strategies will take commitment to the process, and
teachers gained appreciation throughout the study for the dedication needed to truly add
effective content literacy strategy instruction to their teaching repertoire. This
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acknowledgment provides a window into understanding findings from previous studies
that purport minimal application of strategies implemented from college content area
reading courses (Daisey & Shroyer, 1993; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990). The need for
perseverance was a recurrent theme from multiple data sources. The following responses
exemplified those feelings:
Just enforcing the repetition. Then they might start doing it on their own. And the
only way to get to that point is by repetition.
Practice of the strategies. (listed as an obstacle)
Also, when something doesn’t go right, I get frustrated and I just want to go on to
something else. Instead of sticking with it, have some persistence and stay with it.
I think this (learning the strategies) was made easier because of practice. Because
practice makes things easier. So as we are practicing it, it feels like easier and
easier.
Accountability also emerged as necessary for teachers to sustain content literacy
strategy instruction in the classroom. Some teachers expressed in the interviews that they
probably would not have persevered had the accountability of the study not been there.
This was especially true for the summarization strategy, which is more of a “student-
centered” strategy versus K-W-L or anticipation guides, which are more “teacher-
centered.” The teachers favored the teacher-centered strategies, which may be indicative
of how they view their role as a teacher – a disseminator of information versus a
facilitator of learning. Prior research findings indicate that strategies where students are
expected to take a more active and independent role are incongruent with a teacher-
centered classroom (Myers, 1992).
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When the teachers experienced difficulty with summarization, several admitted
that in a normal situation (one where they were not participating in a study with their
principal), they would not have continued to use it. This supports Alvermann and Hayes’
(1989) finding that even providing teachers with opportunities to reflect on strategies for
improving students understanding has not resulted in teachers changing their instruction.
It was obvious that patience and perseverance were important to truly integrating the
strategies into the teacher’s instructional repertoire. This finding also validates the
importance of making sure teachers practice the strategy often enough when teaching it to
students to work through the “rough transition” of implementation. This “accountability
piece” is extremely important for supervisors as they strive to integrate content literacy
strategy instruction into secondary classrooms as exemplified by the following interview:
I: If you hadn’t been part of this study, do you think you would have persevered
being on the first time?
T: I would have given it more than one chance. I don’t think I would have seen the
success. I don’t think I would have pursued it because my kids were so resistant in
the beginning.
I: What would make you try something new?
T: Well you know, I think that, being asked by Ms. Maher (principal) to be in a
study group can definitely make you change your outlook on using a certain
strategy in your classroom. Especially if you know that she is going to come into
your classroom or you’re going to have to go to follow-ups. You know, you don’t
want to look like an idiot sitting at a table where you have nothing to do because
you haven’t been doing it, so you’re going to do it. It kind of forces change, you
know. So I think that could definitely motivate some people to use the strategies.
I: So do you think if you were, just say, you were at a totally different school and
you had an inservice day and I came in and gave that same training. Which of the
strategies would have tried and which (strategies) wouldn’t you? If you weren’t
part of this study or part of this school?
T: I would have probably tried it, but after the first try with the summarization, I
probably would not have done it again. Not until we, you know, we came back in
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here and we had a follow-up. See a lot, and this is the whole thing with staff
development for teachers, is that you have these elaborate staff development days
and then you never have any follow-up.
But, and then I think you are going to have to have some sort of accountability.
You know it’s like let’s follow up on this. How did you use it? Or I’m going to
come, or plan the day you’re going to use this, I mean you, even if that’s what it
takes and some teachers maybe that’s what it will take. Which means it’s a big
headache for that or a write up. . . .But, I think you do need to have some sort of
accountability because you are going to meet resistance. Like I’ve don’t this 20
years and I’m not going to do anything else.
Since the percentage of teachers was high that reported the effort to implement the
strategies was worth the benefits they observed, the benefits appear to be the biggest
variable on whether teachers will continue. Based on the comments mentioned by
teachers, however, teachers have to try new strategies multiple times before they are
comfortable with them and actually see the benefits. The following teacher comments
addressed the issue of whether the effort was worth the benefits of content literacy
strategy instruction.
Because once teachers see that their kids are actually thinking. . . .I had a student
that just blew me away. He’s real quiet, he’s not the most persistent student, and
he’s throwing ideas out like. . . .It makes you step back and go, wow. And once
the teachers see that, there’s no way the teachers could not do it.
I think it really was the second time. I didn’t think it was the first time. But the
second time when I did the second one, it was really nice. It really gave me a point
at which I could say, okay, Alex understands that information. Or Johnny Sue
doesn’t understand and maybe I need to get with that person. . . .You can kind of
really tell where the learning has taken place, or if they even learned the
information to begin with. So I think it was worth it. I think it has some definite
value in the classroom.
I really do. I think anything we can do that will help our students learn. I mean




What reasons do students give for planning to continue or discontinue the use of
content literacy strategies?
Continue or Discontinue – Students.
Seventy-seven percent of the students responded that they plan to use the
strategies in the future. The same themes emerged for students as for teachers: success
with the strategies, and practice and perseverance are key to continuing to use the
strategies. Students repeatedly talked about the importance of using the strategies often so
they would become more proficient with them.
I: What do students need to do in order to ensure that they would use the strategies
in the future?
S: I would say remembering and use them more often.
I: So you say use them more often?
S: Yes, cause you don’t use them enough, then you don’t really remember any of
them.
I: What do students need to do in order to ensure that they would use the strategies
in the future?
S: Um, I guess just everybody being taught the strategy. Because, not everybody is
aware of it. And maybe teachers kind of, um, how should I put this, like
reiterating I guess. . . .always reminding us that this is an option.
Summary
The majority of participants in the study plan to continue using content literacy
strategies in the future. Issues surrounding this continuance were practice and
perseverance, and teacher accountability for the implementation of the strategies. Teacher
confidence, as noted in the section on obstacles, can also impact whether teachers
continue using the strategies in the classroom. This, in turn, has huge implications for
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students continuing to use the strategies since teacher modeling was cited as helpful by a
large number of students in the study.
Additionally, teachers who modified the step-by-step process used in the
summarization strategy after observer input were more successful with it. The
modification was suggested to one of the level 2 teachers after an observation where it
took him 45 minutes to model using the strategy. He appeared to be rewriting sentences
to assist in rewriting the summary. The suggestion by the researcher after the classroom
observation was to shorten the rewrite to include just key words or phrases from which
the summary could be written. Other level 2 teachers tried this after hearing the
suggestion discussed in the teacher support meetings. This willingness to analyze the
effectiveness of a strategy, and then make necessary changes to improve it also was found
to be important to successful implementation. This impacts student success which is a key
factor or reason given by teachers for continuing the use of content literacy strategies.
Research Question #4a
What support or experiences are needed for teachers to continue to use content
literacy strategies?
Support – Teachers.
Teachers and students both need support to sustain the usage of content literacy
strategies. The support that teachers feel they need to sustain implementation of content
literacy strategy instruction fell into three categories that include training, collegial
support, and administrative support. The area the teachers felt helped them the most was
the dialogue at the teacher support meetings. They found it to be very helpful to hear the
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successes and struggles of other teachers as well as ideas to improve what was occurring
in the classroom.  Although this discussion was time consuming, there was consensus that
it was extremely beneficial in helping them through the doubts and frustrations that
accompany implementing something new. This finding supports Dynak’s (1997) study
with high school math teachers who reflected in journal writing their experiences with a
content area reading course. One of the main findings from Dynak’s study was the
importance in providing opportunities for teachers to discuss how the strategies they were
studying could be adapted and used in their classrooms. Time to discuss is extremely
important to successful implementation.
The teachers also suggested that observing another teacher teaching the strategies
in the classroom, which was not done in the study, would have been helpful. They found
the follow-up to be critical to sustaining the effort required to implement and to refine the
strategies. Below are comments from multiple data sources for support in the three areas
of training, collegial support, and administrative support.
Training:
I would really like to see that again (training).
More inservice on the strategies to reinforce them.
Additional, or follow-up training.
I think the training was good.
Collegial Support:
Round table discussion of success and any adaptation made.
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Teacher to teacher suggestions through trial and error.
Having the chance to talk with other teachers about their successes and pitfalls.
Reflection with other colleagues that went through the training to discuss-process
how they are doing.
Getting to go into classes with other people. I would like to go and visit another
teacher’s classroom and see how they do it. To keep teachers feeling like they’re
not out there fighting the battle by themselves.
I think it is extremely useful to dialogue in this room.
I think if they (new teachers to the strategies) could hear how well it went and
how well our students eventually responded to it, it would encourage them to
pursue it.
Case study or video of classes where they (the strategies) have been successfully
implemented.
Administrative Support (administrator or department chair):
Observations.
I think Sheila’s (principal) enthusiasm for it made us all believe that it was
worthwhile. So I think the administration has a lot to do with teachers’
perseverance of new things.
Seeing that something is valued through the administrator or the department chair
can, I don’t know how to say this, can make you see the importance of trying
whatever strategy or whatever you’re doing in your classroom. Like I probably
would have never tried summarization strategy because I didn’t really know how
it could impact my classroom or I didn’t really have any information on that. So
seeing that Ms. Maher (principal) had value in it and she had enough value in it
where she pulled you out of class and then had sessions with you. . . .And so that
kind of transfers over okay? Well let me try this because it does hold value and if
the administration feels that it holds value, then maybe we need to be
implementing that in our classrooms.
Two teachers mentioned support was needed in the form of materials. For
example, instead of teachers “reinventing the wheel,” they could share materials
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generated for content literacy strategies. One of the teachers was a first year teacher and
the other teacher was a teacher who struggled to implement the strategies. A typical
response to “support needed” was as follows:
I was thinking hard copies of stuff. Either sharing what we’ve already generated as
far as just the paperwork. Instead of me having to take time to generate my own
anticipation guide. You know and even eventually get to the point where we have
an entire folder of all of those strategies for the entire textbook and we use what
we want and what we don’t, we don’t use.
Although there were three areas of support mentioned by teachers, there was a
preponderance of evidence that the collegial support was considered the most important
by the teachers. Teachers helping teachers integrate the content literacy strategies into
their instruction through a variety of vehicles (observations of others, dialogue, feedback
from peer observations, etc.) was an overriding theme regarding support needed to sustain
the strategies. Teachers actually using the strategies bring a certain credibility to the
discussion, and that was evident through their responses.
Research Question #4b
What support or experience are needed for students to continue to use content
literacy strategies?
Support – Students.
For students, the biggest support factor is probably the teacher. Their comments
validate that the teacher is critical for many students to learn these strategies. Direct
instruction and providing sufficient detail for students to master using the strategy was
viewed as important by the students. This is a finding supported in the literature review
(Durkin, 1978; Simpson, 1984). The Pre Study Student Survey and the structured student
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interviews indicate that the students in the study did not possess many learning strategies
prior to the study to assist them when encountering difficult text. The strategy mentioned
most often from both data sources was “reread.” The students mentioned on the Post
Study Student Survey what the teacher did to help them learn the strategy. Most of these
comments were about teacher modeling—explaining, showing examples, etc. Some
comments supported the notion of teacher encouragement as important to students
learning the strategies. Examples of students expressing this are listed below:
Doing them with us before we have to do it on our own.
Showed examples and explained.
Yes, explain in full detail each and everything to do.
Practice them over and over.
I: What did the teacher do to help you understand the learning strategies?
S: I think mainly she, she told us what she was going to do first and explained it to
us. Then we went through it and when we got done, we reviewed what we had
done already. So, we were really familiar with what we were doing and what we
were going to do and what we had done.
So like she didn’t make things harder for us, you know. She was like, “It’s very
easy.” And she helped us a lot. . . .she like gave us guidance for everything from
the beginning.
I: What do students need to do to ensure they use these strategies in the future?
S: Um, I think it all depends on teachers. Cause I think teachers should tell them
to use them and they’ll use it.
I: So it’s important that the teacher require these strategies?
S: Yeah.
Two out of 12 students during the structured student interviews indicated that
teachers had taught them learning strategies prior to the study. Six indicated that teachers
had not taught learning strategies prior to the study, and the other four either gave an
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unclear response or were not asked the question directly. Most of the students indicated
that when teachers have asked them in the past to summarize information, they simply
said to “summarize it.” This is consistent with findings in a 1986 article by Hill on
summarization. The teacher is the key support factor in students acquiring these
strategies. One of the teachers articulated this in a teacher meeting:
I think that most of these things that we are doing aren’t things that your normal
kid just picks up on the way side. I think that our impact is pretty big, and it’s true,
as we become more comfortable we’re going to instill that in our kids. But most
of our kids come in, they’ve heard the word summary, they’ve done a couple, but
they don’t really understand the process.
Summary
There was consensus that support is needed for teachers to effectively implement
and to sustain content literacy strategies into secondary social studies and science
classrooms. Teacher support included training, collegial support, and administrative
support. The study validated key components of the staff development model developed
by Wood, Thompson, and Russell (1981) known as the RPTIM model (Readiness,
Planning, Training, Implementation, and Maintenance). Specifically, the Implementation
Stage and the Maintenance Stage address the support needed to ensure the transfer of
learning to the classroom setting to include multiple forms. The feedback from teachers in
this study indicates that they need those multiple sources of support. Communication,
which is emphasized in the Implementation Stage of the RPTIM model, was also
emphasized by the teachers as critical to successful implementation of the strategies.
The last stage of the RPTIM model, Maintenance, is often an overlooked
component of a staff development program (Wood et al., 1993). Teachers in the study
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indicated repeatedly that if they had not had the “accountability” of the teacher support
meetings and sustained support and attention for 6 weeks, many would have abandoned
using the strategies. Thirty-eight percent or 6 out of the 16 teachers in the study indicated
that more follow-up would have made the training more effective in helping prepare them
to teach the strategies. The follow-up is extremely important for sustaining content
literacy strategies in the social studies and science classroom.
Student support need revolved mainly around teachers. Students need teachers to
provide direct instruction on how, when, and why to use content literacy strategies. They
need to practice the strategies repeatedly until they become skills they have mastered. One
student indicated he really needed one-on-one attention from the teacher when learning
strategies such as summarization. He was one of the students who participated in a
structured interview, identified by his teacher as a student who struggled with learning the
strategies. Therefore, students need multiple forms of support just as teachers need
multiple forms of support to sustain the use of content literacy strategies.
Recommendations for Practitioners
Several “learnings” occurred as a result of this study that have implications for
successfully implementing and sustaining content literacy strategy instruction in
secondary social studies and science classrooms. Many of the “learnings” were supported
in the literature review, but not all of them. For some, there is an overwhelming
preponderance of evidence to support the recommendation. For others, a few extremely
insightful responses warranted mentioning in the recommendations.
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1. The benefits of content literacy strategies are worth the effort of learning and using
them in the secondary classroom; therefore, teacher training in this area should be
pursued.
2. Teacher knowledge and understanding of when and why to use content literacy
strategies are key to successful implementation and must be included in teacher training.
3. Administrative value and commitment of content literacy strategy instruction are vital
and must be present to sustaining the use of such strategies in the secondary classroom.
4. Teacher perseverance and commitment are critical to the success of integrating content
literacy strategies into the classroom. Dialogue about this commitment should occur
during training and throughout implementation.
5. Teacher to teacher support needs to be well articulated in the implementation of
content literacy strategy instruction. Round table discussion support groups are essential
to the process.
6. Well thought out follow-up plans are critical in providing enough support to assist
teachers through the beginning trials of implementing and sustaining content literacy
strategy instruction. Multiple forms of support such as meetings, collegial interaction, and
supervisory support must occur for an extended period of time after the training is
complete.
7. Teachers must provide direct instruction and modeling of content literacy strategies
because most students do not acquire the strategies on their own.
8. Teacher confidence should be a factor that content literacy strategy trainers plan to
address in staff development.
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9. Teacher acquisition of conditional and procedural knowledge regarding content literacy
strategy instruction takes time. Administrators and teachers must be mindful of this
finding.
10. Accountability needs to be a component of any content literacy strategy
implementation plan.
Recommendations for Further Research
Content literacy strategy instruction has been supported by researchers for decades
and proven to be beneficial in assisting students in learning, yet these strategies are not
used in all secondary classrooms. Continual research efforts are needed to ensure the
integration of the strategies into secondary teachers’ instructional repertoire. The
following questions and issues merit such research.
1. How knowledgeable is the average secondary administrator regarding content literacy
strategies? What impact does administrator knowledge and understanding have on
sustaining initiatives to implement content literacy strategies in the secondary content
classroom?
2. What additional support, supervision, or training is necessary for teachers who remain
resistant to content literacy strategy instruction after initial support, supervision, and
training?
3. Is there an instrument that can measure teacher confidence when implementing
something new in the classroom, and how can their confidence level impact successful
implementation? What can be done to increase teacher confidence or efficacy?
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4. Is there an instrument that can measure a teacher’s positive or negative feelings about
reading in general that would correlate to either embracing or resisting content literacy
strategies?
5. Investigating teachers’ use of the course textbook in secondary classrooms and how
that use impacts content literacy strategy instruction is needed.
6. Further assessment is suggested regarding how students use content literacy strategies
to help them gain learner independence and comprehend information better over a period
of years. Longitudinal studies where students are taught the skills at middle school or
early high school and then asked 4 to 5 years later how often they used the strategies to
help them learn would be beneficial.
7. Longitudinal studies are needed with teachers who have received content literacy
strategy training in the past to assess their perceptions about the strategies two or three
years after the training.
Final Comments
Effective content literacy strategy instruction is worth the effort. The strategies
undeniably assist students in not only understanding content better, but also in becoming
more independent learners – a long sought after goal of secondary educators. The effort,
however, is considerable, even formidable. No quick initiative will withstand the rigorous
demands such an effort requires.
This study validated the need for students to receive an explicit direct teach of
content literacy strategies to acquire proficiency using them. Teacher training must
include content specific examples and be ongoing. Bulgren and Scanlon (1998) support
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the notion that training for teachers to develop strategic readers must be done in
conjunction with content teaching. Additionally, one-shot training sessions will fall
woefully short of successful implementation. Teachers’ acquisition of a deep knowledge
and understanding of when, why, and how to use content literacy strategies requires time,
reflection, patience, and unwavering commitment. An inordinate amount of support using
multiple sources (collegial, administrative, materials) is critical and must be present until
the teacher has fully mastered the knowledge, understanding, and implementation of the
strategies. Accountability was viewed as essential for teachers to “stay the course”
through the difficult period of learning new teaching practices, building self confidence,
and adjusting current teaching practices to include content literacy strategies.
Additionally, all educators, administrators and teachers alike, must believe their
greatest gift to students is to make them life-long independent learners, not just provide
information to them. Information in the future will be easily acquired through various
technological vehicles; however, strategies to assimilate and understand the information
will always be needed by learners. A great deal of rhetoric has been devoted to the notion
of a “student-centered” classroom where the students are the workers and the teacher is
the facilitator. The truth of the situation, however, is that the rhetoric has not become
reality in many of today’s secondary classrooms, and too many teachers are the main
attraction day in and day out. In order for content literacy strategies to truly become a
natural piece of a student’s education, the shift from “teacher-centered” classrooms to
“student-centered” classrooms must occur. This concept is supported in the literature by
Vacca and Vacca (1993).
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Teachers’ view of the textbook is another important piece to understanding
teachers’ and students’ value of content literacy strategies. Ratekin et al. (1985) found
that when the textbook is used to validate information rather than as a learning tool, then
content literacy strategies may not be perceived as useful or necessary. The researcher
was surprised by the minimal amount of textbook reading that was required of students.
When teachers introduced the summarization strategy, many of them used handouts, not
the text, to teach the strategy. This is an area worthy of investigation since students who
pursue post secondary educational opportunities will most assuredly be required to read
and comprehend from a text independently.
Lastly, like teachers, secondary administrators must possess the same deep
knowledge and understanding of content literacy strategy instruction before such
instruction will become a mainstay of an educational experience in the nation’s secondary
classrooms. Principals, specifically, must value the strategies and insist that teachers and
students demonstrate a high level of proficiency using them to ensure that initial efforts to
implement content literacy strategies are sustained. As we search for answers regarding
why strategies that have been proven beneficial to students are not systematically taught
in our secondary schools, perhaps we need to search for the missing piece to this








January 3-7 Secure district permission from Superintendent
January 14 Submit Application for Approval of Investigation
Involving the Use of Human Subjects
January 28 Secure permission for the study from Office of
Sponsored Projects
Phase I.
February 7 Mail parent notification letter
February 8 Meet with teachers and discuss the study
February 10 Meet with students and discuss the study
February 11 Secure teacher permission
February 14 Administer student pre study survey
February 16 Teacher pre study survey due to researcher      
Phase II.
February 16 & 17 Conduct teacher training
Phase III.
February 20 – April 7            Implement content literacy strategies
                                               Observe each teacher teaching one strategy
                                               Meet with teachers to discuss issues regarding the
                                               implementation of the strategies on March 7 and March 30
Phase IV.
April 10 – 14   Administer post study surveys
Phase V.




OBSTACLES & BENEFITS OF CONTENT LITERACY STRATEGY INSTRUCTION
FROM TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES
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PRE AND POST STUDY TEACHER SURVEYS
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Pre Study Teacher Survey
A content literacy strategy is defined as a systematic plan consciously applied and
monitored to improve one’s performance and learning in a content area subject.
1. What content literacy strategies can you name or describe?
2. Which content literacy strategies do you currently use in your teaching?  After each
one, briefly explain what you understand to be the purpose of the strategy.
3.    In what ways do you assist students who appear not to be comprehending text or
       written materials?
4.    What is your perception of the areas students struggle with the most in
        understanding your content information?
5.     What percentage of your students would you consider to be strategic, independent
        learners (i.e., can process most or all text information with little or no assistance
        from you)?
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Post Study Teacher Survey
1. When and why would you use the following content literacy strategies with students?
K-W-L, Graphic Organizers, Anticipation Guides, Summarization
2. Did the strategies increase student learning and-or understanding of concepts-
information? Explain.
3. Will the knowledge and use of these strategies change the way you teach?
4. What challenges or obstacles did you face implementing the strategies in your
classes?
5. Was the effort you put into integrating the strategies into your teaching worth th e
effects of the strategies on students’ learning? Why or why not?
6. Which of the strategies will you continue to use after the study has ended? Why?
7. In your pre study survey you stated that ________________________________ was
an area with which your students seem to struggle in particular. Do you feel the
strategies you learned were effective in enhancing students’ abilities in that area?
8. How effective was the training in preparing you to teach these strategies? What would






9. List support that will help you improve and sustain the use of content literacy
strategies in the classroom.
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APPENDIX D
PRE AND POST STUDY STUDENT SURVEYS
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Pre Study Student Survey
1. What is a learning strategy?
2.  What do you do when you have trouble understanding the textbook?
3. List the subjects in which you learn easily or with little help from the teacher or
others.
4. List the subjects you could use some help with.
5. A. If you read a chapter in your science textbook, how confident would you feel about
being able to answer questions correctly about the information in the chapter?
Very Confident Not Confident
5                         4                          3                         2                          1
 B. If you read a chapter in your history textbook,  how confident would you feel
about being able to answer questions correctly about the information in the chapter?
Very Confident Not Confident
5                        4                         3                         2                         1
7.  Do you recall any teacher ever teaching you any strategies to help you learn better?
Explain.
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Post Study Student Survey
Grade _________________
Course ________________
1. Explain when and why you might use these strategies:
K-W-L
     Graphic Organizers
     Summarizing
2. Did any of these strategies help you understand science or social studies better? If yes,
which ones?
3. Has your knowledge and use of these strategies made you more confident in your
classes? Explain.
4. What was difficult about learning and using the strategies?
5. What has the teacher said or done to help you the most in learning these strategies?
6. Are you using the strategies in other classes?  If yes, which classes?  Why?
7. Which strategies will you continue to use this year and in future years?  Why?
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APPENDIX E







Observation Date:                                                             Today’s Date:
Time:                                                                                  Coder:
Teacher:
Member Check Date:
1. What statements did the teacher make to assist students in understanding why, when,
& how to use the strategy?
2. What student behaviors indicated understanding or lack of understanding about using
the strategies?
3. What teacher and student behaviors communicated their attitude (positive or negative)
toward the strategy?
4. How much time was devoted to explicit explanation? How much time was devoted to
working with the strategy? What did students do while working with the strategy?




Mtg. Date:                                                                              Today’s Date:
Time:                                                                                      Coder:
Attendance:                                                                             # of Sci.:
                                                                                               # of S.S.:
1. What clarifying questions did teacher ask?
2. What obstacles or frustrations were they feeling?
3. What success or positive experiences have they had?
4. What support do they need to help them improve their skills?
5. What ideas do they have for embedding the strategies into their instructional
repertoire?







00. What’s the purpose for content literacy strategies? Why use them?
0. Which strategies were new to you?
1. Which strategies did you use?
! how often?
! in what way (i.e., teach kids how or actually integrate into instruction)?
! in class? as homework?
! did you use the book? other?
2. Which strategies were a good fit for your content?
3. Which were a good fit for your students’ needs?
4. Did your own comfort level with the strategies and their purposes affect your desire
to use them? Success?
5. How did teaching and using the strategies affect your usual instructional routine?
6. How does the opinion of the school’s leadership (principal, department chair) affect
your implementation of the strategies?
6.5 What were the benefits? Obstacles?
7. Do the benefits of content literacy strategies outweigh the obstacles? Why?
8. What could we do to make the training better?
9. If teachers are to make content literacy strategies part of their instruction, what kinds
of support-assistance do they need?
9.5 If you hadn’t been in the study, would you have done it (implemented the
strategies)?
10. What else would you like to tell me?
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Student Structured Interview
1.  Which strategies did your teacher use?
2. Did the strategies you learned in social studies or science help you learn? Why or why
not?
3. Were the strategies easy or difficult to learn how to use? Explain.
4. What did your teacher(s) do to help you understand how to use the learning
strategies? Was there anything he-she did or said that was particularly helpful?
5. What strategies did you use before the study to help you learn? When teachers asked
you to summarize before the study, did they show you how to summarize?
6. In your opinion, what would motivate students to use these strategies often? What are
reasons students would not use these strategies?
7. Why do you think so many students get to college and need to be taught these
learning strategies to help them be successful?
8. Are there other things your teachers need to do to help you become better at using
these strategies?
9. Have you used these strategies in other classes? Which class(es)?
10. What do students need to experience to make them want to use these strategies in the
future? Will you use these strategies in the future? Which ones?
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APPENDIX G
STEPS OF THE SUMMARIZATION STRATEGY
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The Summarization Strategy
• Read the entire text; pay attention to “big” ideas
• Ask yourself: What is-are the “big idea-s”?
• Delete or cross out unrelated or trivial information
• Look for related ideas and repeated information to group together
• Ask yourself: How can I say this in the shortest, most meaningful way?
• Write. Start with an umbrella sentence which introduces the ideas.
• Reread and rewrite your summary to make it long enough to convey the message
without losing meaningful information.
164
REFERENCES
Afflerback. P. (1990). The influence of prior knowledge and text genre on readers’
prediction strategies. Journal of Reading Behavior, 22, 131-148.
Alvermann, D. E., & Hayes, D. A. (1989). Classroom discussion of content area
assignments: An intervention study. Reading Research Quarterly, 21, 305-335.
Alvermann, D. E., Smith, L. C., & Readence, J. E. (1985). Prior knowledge activation
and the comprehension of compatible and incompatible text. Reading Research
Quarterly, 20, 420-436.
Alvermann, D. E., & Swafford, D. (1989). Do content area strategies have a research
base? Journal of Reading, 32, 388-394.
Ambruster, B. B., Anderson, T. H., & Ostertag, J. (1987). Does text structure-
summarization instruction facilitate learning from expository text? Reading
Research Quarterly, 22, 331-346.
Anders, P. L., & Guzzetti, B. J. (1996). Literacy instruction in the content areas. Fort
Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace College.
Anderson, T. H. (1978). Study skills and learning strategies (Tech. Rep. No. 104).
Urbana: University of Illinois, Center for the Study of Reading. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 161 000).
Anthony, H. M., & Raphael, T. E. (1989). Using questioning strategies to promote
students’ active composition of content area material. In D. Lapp, J. Flood, & N.
Foran (Eds.), Content area reading and learning: Instructional strategies (pp. 244-
257). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Applegate, M. D., Quinn, K. B., & Applegate, A. J. (1994). Using metacognitive
strategies to enhance achievement for at-risk liberal arts college students. Journal
of Reading, 38(1), 32-40.
Artley, A. S. (1942). A study of certain relationships existing between general reading
comprehension and reading comprehension in a specific subject matter area.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Pennsylvania State College, University Park.
Ausubel, D. P. (1968). Educational psychology: A cognitive view. New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston.
165
Baker, L. & Brown, A. L. (1984). Metacognitive skills and reading. In P. D. Pearson
(Ed.), Handbook of reading research (Vol. 1) (pp. 353-394). New York: Longman.
Barron, R. F. (1979). Research for classroom teachers: Recent developments on the use of
the structured overview as an advance organizer. In H. L. Herber & J. D. Riley
(Eds.), Research in reading in the content areas: Fourth report (pp. 171-176).
Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University.
Bartlett, B. J. (1978). Top-level structure as an organizational strategy for the recall of
classroom text. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University,
Tempe, AZ.
Bartlett, F. (1932). Remembering. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Barton, J. L. (1997). Addressing the literacy crisis: Teaching reading in the content areas.
NASSP Bulletin, 81(587), 22-30.
Bean, T. (1981). Improving teaching and learning from texts in history and philosophy
(Final Report). Fullerton, CA: California State University Chancellor’s Office for
Educational Development & Innovation. (ERIC Document Production Service
No. ED 205 925)
Bean, T. (1997). Preservice teachers’ selection and use of content area literacy strategies.
Journal of Educational Research, 90(3), 154-163.
Billmeyer, R. (1996). Teaching reading in the content areas: If not me, then who? Aurora,
CO: Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory.
Bintz, W. P. (1997). Exploring reading nightmares of middle and secondary school
teachers. Journal of Adult and Adolescent Literacy, 41(1), 12-24.
Bond, E. (1941). Reading and ninth grade achievement. New York: Columbia University.
Boyer, E. L. (1983). A report on secondary education in America. New York, NY: Harper
and Row.
Brown, A. L. (1978). Knowning when, where, and how to remember: A problem of
metacognition. In R. Glazer (Ed.), Advances in instructional psychology (Vol. 1).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erebaum.
Brown, A. L. (1980). Metacognitive development and reading. In R. J. Sprio, B. Bruce, &
W. F. Brewer (Eds.), Theoretical issues in reading comprehension (pp. 453-481).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
166
Brown, A. L., Campione, J. C., & Day, J. D. (1981). Learning to learn: On training
students to learn from texts. Educational Researcher, 10, 14-21.
Brown, A. L., & Day, J. D. (1983). Macrorules for summarizing texts: The
developmental expertise. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 22, 1-
Brown, A. L., Day, J. D., & Jones, R. S. (1983). The development of plans for
summarizing texts. Child Development, 54, 968-979.
14.
Bulgren, J. A., & Lenz, B. K. (1996). Strategic instruction in the content areas. In D. D.
Deshler, E. S. Ellis, & B. K. Lenz (Eds.), Teaching adolescents with learning
disabilities: Strategies and methods (2nd ed., pp. 409-473). Denver, CO: Love.
Bulgren, J., & Scanlon, D. (1998). Instructional routines and learning strategies that
promote understanding of content area concepts. Journal of Adolescent & Adult
Literacy, 41(4), 292-302.
Burnett, R. W. (1966). Reading in the secondary school: Issues and innovations. Journal
of Reading, 9, 322-332.
Calfee, R. C., & Chambliss, M. J. (1987). The structural design features of large texts.
Educational Psychologist, 22, 357-375.
Carpenter, K. & Johnson, L. L. (1991). Program organization. In R. Flippo & D. Caverly
(Eds.), College reading and study strategic programs (pp. 28-70).
Caverly, D. C., & Nicholson, S. A. (1993, April). Authentic assessment today for success
tomorrow. Paper presented at the annual conference of the Conference on
Academic Support Programs, Houston, TX.
Craig, M. T., & Yore, L. D. (1996). Middle school students’ awareness of strategies for
resolving comprehension difficulties in science reading. Journal of Research and
Development in Education, 29,(4), 226-238.
Daisey, P., & Shroyer, M. G. (1993). Perceptions and attitudes of content and methods
instructors toward a required reading course. Journal of Reading, 36, 624-629.
Day, J. D. (1980). Teaching summarization skills: A comparison of training methods.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois, Urbana.
167
Denzin, N. K. (1978). The research act: A theoretical introduction to sociological
methods (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.
Dole, J. A., Duffy, G. G., Roehler, L. R., & Pearson, D. P. (1991). Moving from the old
to the new: Research on reading comprehension instruction. Review of
Educational Research, 61(2), 239-264.
Dole, J. A., Valencia, S. W., Greer, E. A., & Wardrop, J. L. (1991). Effects of two types
of prereading instruction on the comprehension of narrative and expository text.
Reading Research Quarterly, 26,142-158.
Duffy, G. G., Roehler, L. R., Sivan, E., Rackliffe, G., Book, C., Meloth, M. S., Vavrus, L.
G., Wesselman, R., Putnam, J., & Bassiri, D. (1987). Effects of explaining the
reasoning associated with using reading strategies. Reading Research Quarterly,
22, 347-366.
Duffy, T. M., Higgins, L., Mehlenbacker, B., Cochran, C., Wallace, D., Hill, C., Haugen,
D., McCaffrey, M., Burnett, R., Sloane, S., & Smith, S. (1989). Models for the
design of instructional text. Reading Research Quarterly, 24, 434-457.
DuFour, R. P.,  & Sparks, D. (Eds.) (1991). The principal as staff developer.
Bloomington, IN: National Educational Service.
Durkin, D. (1978). What classroom observations reveal about reading comprehension
instruction. Reading Research Quarterly, 14, 481-533.
Dynak, J. (1997). Structuring literacy course tasks to foster deliberate use of strategy
instruction by preservice math teachers. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy,
40(4), 280-285.
Eanes, R. (1997). Content area literacy: Teaching for today and tomorrow. Albany, NY:
Delmar.
Fay, L. C. (1954). What research has to say about reading in the content areas. The
Reading Teacher, 8, 69-72.
Flavell, J. H. (1978). Metacognitive development. In J. M. Scandura & C. J. Brainerd
(Eds.), Structural-process theories of complex human behavior. Alphen a.d. Rijn,
The Netherlands: Sijthoff & Noordhoff.
Foos, P. W. (1995). The effect of variations in text summarization opportunities on test
performance. Journal of Experimental Education, 63(2), 89-95.
168
Fox, D. L. (1993). The influence of context, community, and culture: Contrasting cases of
teacher knowledge development. In D. J. Leu & C. K. Kinzer (Eds.), Examining
central issues in literacy research, theory, and practice (pp. 345-366). Chicago, IL:
National Reading Conference.
Frager, A. M. (1993). Affective dimensions of content area reading. Journal of Reading,
36(8), 616-622.
Franklin, M. R., Roach, P. B., Clary, E., & Ley, T. C. (1992). Overcoming the reading
comprehension barriers of expository texts. Educational Research Quarterly,
16(1), 5-13.
Garner, R. (1990). Children’s use of strategies in reading. In D. Bjorklund (Ed.),
Children’s strategies: Contemporary views of cognitive development (pp. 245-
264). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Glaser, B. G. (1978). Theoretical sensitivity: Advances in the methodology of grounded
theory. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press.
Grant, R. (1994). Comprehension strategy insrruction: Basic considerations for
instructing at-risk college students. Journal of Reading, 38(1), 42-48.
Gray, W. S. (1925). Summary of investigations relating to reading. Supplementary
Educational Monographs No. 28. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Hansen, J., & Pearson, P. D. (1983). An instructional study: Improving the inferential
comprehension of good and poor fourth-grade readers. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 75, 821-829.
Hayes, D. A., & Tierney, R. J. (1982). Developing readers; knowledge through analogy.
Reading Research Quarterly, 17, 256-280.
Herber, H. (1970). Teaching reading in content areas. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.
Hill, M. (1991). Writing summaries promotes thinking and learning across the curriculum
– but why are they so difficult to write? Journal of Reading, 34(7), 536-539.
Hollingsworth, S., & Teal, K. (1991). Learning to teach reading in secondary math and
science. Journal of Reading, 35, 190-194.
Huey, E. B. (1968). The psychology and pedagogy of reading. Cambridge: MIT Press.
(Orginal work published, 1908).
169
Humphrey, J. (1992). Reading: An indispensable subject for all middle school students.
Evansville, IN: Middle Grades Network, University of Evansville.
Joyce, B., & Showers, B. (1988). Student achievement through staff development.  White
Plains, NY: Longman
Kintsch, W., & Van Dijk, T. A. (1978). Toward a model of text comprehensions and
production. Psychological Review, 85, 363-394.
Kirsch, I. (1985). NAEP profiles of literacy: An assessment of young adults. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 275 692)
Kletzien, S. B. (1991). Strategy use by good and poor comprehenders reading expository
text of differing levels. Reading Research Quarterly, 26, 67-85.
Krantz, L. L. (1955). The relationship of reading abilities and basic skills of the
elementary school to success in the high school. Dissertation Abstracts
International, 15, 1001. (University Microfilms No. 11, 984)
Lester, J. H., & Cheek, E. H. (1998). The “real” experts address textbook issues. Journal
of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 41(4), 282-291.
Levine, D., & Lezotte, L. (1990). Unusually effective schools: A review and analysis of
research and practice. Madison, WI: The National Center for Effective Research
and Development.
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Lloyd, B. B. (1987, February). Secondary reading: Can a reading methods course change
student attitude about the need for teaching reading skills? Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Colorado Council of the International Reading Association,
Denver, CO.
Mandeville, T. F., & van Allen, L. (1993). Middle school poor readers need more than
good literature and skill drills. Texas Middle School Journal, 2(2), 24-28.
McAloon, N. (1994). Prereading and background knowledge. Journal of Reading, 38(2),
142-144.
McCallister, J. M. (1932). Remedial and corrective instruction in reading: A program for
the upper grades and high school. New York: Appleton-Century.
170
McGee, L. M. (1982). Awareness of text structure: Effects on children’s recall of
expository text. Reading Research Quarterly, 17, 581-590.
McGee, L. M., & Richgels, D. J. (1985). Teaching expository text structure to elementary
students. Reading Teacher, 38, 739-748.
McKeown, M. G., Beck, I. L., Sinatra, G. M., & Loxterman, J. A. (1992). The
contribution of prior knowledge and coherent text to comprehension. Reading
Research Quarterly, 27, 79-92.
Meyer, B. J. F., Brandt, D., & Bluth, G. J. (1980). Use of top-level structure in text: Key
for reading comprehension of ninth-grade students. Reading Research Quarterly,
16, 72-103.
Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.
Monroe, E. E. (1997). Using graphic organizers to teach vocabulary: How does available
research inform mathematics instruction? Salt Lake City, UT: Brigham Young
University. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 414 256)
Moore, D. W., Readence, J. E., & Rickelman, R. J. (1983). An historical exploration of
content area reading instruction. Reading Reseaerch Quarterly, 18, 419-438.
Musthafa, B. (1996). Content area reading: Principles and strategies to promote
independent learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 395 267)
Myers, J. (1992). The social contexts of school and personal literacy. Reading Research
Quarterly, 27, 296-334.
Nichols, J. N. (1983). Using prediction to increase content area interest and
understanding. Journal of Reading, 27, 225-228.
Nist, S. L., & Kirby, K. (1986). Teaching comprehension and study strategies through
modeling and thinking aloud. Reading Research and Instruction, 25, 254-264.
Noyce, R. M. & Christie, J. F. (1989). Integrating reading and writing instruction in
grades K-8. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
O’Brien, D. G., & Stewart, R. A. (1990). Preservice teachers’ perspectives on why every
teacher is not a teacher of reading: A qualitative analysis. Journal of Reading
Behavior, 22, 101-127.
171
O’Brien, D. G. & Stewart, R. A. (1992). Resistance to content area reading: Dimensions
and solutions. In E. K. Dishner, T. W. Bean, J. E. Readence, & D. W. Moore
(Eds.), Reading in content areas: Improving classroom instruction (3rd ed., pp. 30-
40). Dubuque, IA: Kendall-Hunt.
O’Brien, D. G., Stewart, R. A., & Moje, E. B. (1995). Why content literacy is difficult to
infuse into the secondary school: Complexities of curriculum, pedagogy, and
school culture. Reading Research Quarterly, 30, 442-463.
Ogle, D. (1986). K-W-L: A teaching model that develops active reading of expository
text. The Reading Teacher, 39, 564-570.
Olson, D. R. (1977). The languages of instruction. The literate bias of schooling. In R. C.
Anderson, R. J. Spiro, & W. E. Montague (Eds.), Schooling and the acquisition of
knowledge (pp. 65-89). New York: Erlbaum.
Patton, M. Q. (1982). Practical evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Pearson, P. D., & Johnson, D. (1978). Teaching reading comprehension. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, & Winston.
Pogrow, S. (1993, May 26). The forgotton question in the chapter 1 debate: Why are the
students having so much trouble learning? Education Week, 26, 36.
Quiocho, A. (1997). The quest to comprehend expository text: Applied classroom
research. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 40(6), 450-453.
Rakes, G. C., Rakes, T. A., & Smith, L. J. (1995). Using visuals to enhance secondary
students’ reading comprehension of expository texts. Journal of Adolescent &
Adult Literacy, 39(1), 46-54.
Raphael, T. E., & Pearson, P. D. (1985). Increasing students’ awareness of sources of
information for answering questions. American Educational Research Journal, 22,
217-235.
Ratekin, N., Simpson, M. L., Alvermann, D. E., & Dishner, E. K. (1985). Why teachers
resist content reading instruction. Journal of Reading, 28, 432-437.
Readence, J. E., Bean, T. W., & Baldwin, R. S. (1989). Content area reading: An
integrated approach (3rd ed). Dubuque, IA: Kendall-Hunt.
Readence, J. E., Bean, T. W., & Baldwin, R. S. (1992). Content area reading: An
integrated approach (4th ed.). Dubuque, IA: Kendall-Hunt.
172
Reading-Language in Secondary Schools Subcommittee of IRA. (1989, October).
Secondary perspectives: Developing strategic learners. Journal of Reading (pp.
61-63).
Resnick, L. B. (1984). Comprehending and learning: Implications for a cognitive theory
of instruction. In H. Mandl, N. L. Stein, & T. Trabasso (Eds.), Learning and
Comprehension of Text (pp. 431-443). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
Richgels, D. J., McGee, L. M., & Slaton, E. A. (1989). Teaching expository text structure
in reading and writing. In K. D. Muth (Ed.), Children’s comprehension of text
(pp. 167-184). Newark, DE: International Reading Association.
Robinson, F. P. (1946). Effective study. New York: Harper & Row.
Robinson, D. H., & Kiewra, K. A. (1995). Visual argument: Graphic organizers are
superior to outlines in improving learning from text. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 87(3), 455-467.
Romine, B. G. C., McKenna, M. C., & Robinson, R. D. (1996). Reading coursework
requirements for middle and high school content area teachers: A U. S. survey.
Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 40(3), 194-198.
Rumelhart, D. E. (1980). Schemata: The building blocks of cognition. In R. J. Sprio, B.
C. Bruce, & W. F. Brewer (Eds.), Theoretical issues in reading comprehension
(pp. 33-58). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Ryder, R. J., & Graves, M. F. (1998). Reading and learning in content areas (2nd ed).
Columbia, Ohio: Prentice-Hall.
Salembier, G. B. (1999). Scan and run: A reading comprehension strategy that works.
Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 42(5), 386-394.
Sammons, R. B., & Davey, B. (1994). Assessing students’ skills in using textbooks: The
textbook awareness and performance profile (TAPP). Journal of Reading, 37(4),
280-286.
Santa, C., Havens, L., & Harrison, S. (1989). Teaching secondary science through
reading, writing, studying, and problem solving. In D. Lapp, J. Flood, & N.
Farnan, (Eds.) Content area reading and learning: Instructional strategies (pp. 137-
151). Englewood, NJ: Prentice Hall.
173
Schallert, D. L. & Roser, N. L. (1989). The role of reading in content area instruction. In
D. Lapp, J. Flood, & N. Farnan, (Eds.) Content Area Reading and Learning:
Instructional Strategies (pp. 24-33). Englewood, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Schifini, A. (1994). Language, literacy and content instruction: Strategies for teachers. In
K. Spangenberg-Urbschot & R. Pritchard (Eds.) Kids come in all languages:
Reading instruction for ESL students. Newark, DE: International Reading
Association.
Shores, J. H. (1943). Skills related to the ability to read history and science. Journal of
Educational Research, 36(8), 584-593.
Simpson, M. L. (1984). The status of study strategy instruction: Implications for
classroom teachers. Journal of Reading, 28, 136-142.
Smith, N. B. (1963). American reading instruction. (2nd ed.). Newark, DE: International
Reading Association.
Smith, P. L. & Tompkins, G. E. (1988). Structured notetaking: A new strategy for content
area readers. Journal of Reading, 46-52.
Stevens, K. C. (1980). The effects of background knowledge on the reading
comprehension of ninth graders. Journal of Reading Behavior, 12, 151-154.
Taylor, B. (1982). A summarizing strategy to improve middle grade students’ reading and
writing skills. The Reading Teacher, 36, 202-205.
Thorndike, E. L. (1917). The psychology of thinking in the case of reading. Psychological
Review, 24, 220-234.
Tierney, R. J. & Cunningham, J. W. (1984). Research on teaching reading
comprehension. In P. D. Pearson (Ed.), Handbook of reading research (pp. 609-
656). New York: Longman.
Tierney, R. J., LaZansky, J., & Schallert, D. (1982). Secondary students’ use of social
studies and biology text. Champaign, IL.: University of Illinois.
Umans, S. (1963). New trends in reading instruction. New York: Teachers College,
Columbia University.
Vacca, R. T., & Vacca, J. L. (1993). Content area reading (4th ed). New York: Harper
Collins.
174
Williams, P. L., Reese, C. M., Campbell, J. R., Mazzeo, J., & Phillips, G. W. (1995).
1994 NAEP reading: A first look; Findings from the National Assessment of
Educational Progress. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Wilson, E. K., Konopak, B. C., & Readence, J. E. (1993). A case study of a preservice
secondary social studies teacher’s beliefs and practices about content area reading.
Forty-second Yearbook of the National Reading Conference. Chicago, IL:
National Reading Conference.
Wilson, P. M. (1995). Does a content area reading course change preservice teachers’
attitudes? (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 384 021)
Wong, B. Y. L. (1994). Instructional parameters promoting transfer of learned strategies
in students with L.D. Learning Disability Quarterly, 7, 229-236.
Wood, F. H., & Thompson, S. R. (1980). Guidelines for better staff development.
Educational Leadership, 40(1), 57-64.
Wood, F., Killian, J., McQuarrie, F., & Thompson, S. (1993). How to organize a school-
based staff development program. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development.
Wood, F. H., Thompson, S. R., & Russell, F. (1981). Designing effective staff
development programs. In B. Dillon-Peterson (Ed.), Staff Development-
Organization Development. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.
